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Abstract 
This study explored how teacher-tailored student evaluation of teaching (TT-SET) 
augmented with peer observation of teaching (POT) impacted on academics’ 
pedagogical reasoning in a Vietnamese university. The qualitative case study within 
the constructivist paradigm used multiple data collection methods. Detailed analysis 
developed findings through descriptions of individual academics’ experience of the 
intervention and analysis across participants (using thematic analysis). 
The intervention encouraged academics to reflect on their practice. This reflection 
promoted changes in their understandings of practice, actions to refine practice, future 
plans, and other outcomes (e.g., enhanced confidence, self-efficacy, sense of 
autonomy, and collegiality). However, there were several challenges which varied 
among the participants, including perceiving TT-SET as lacking reliability and 
validity, limited learning from junior peers, disagreement with feedback and lack of 
sensitivity, and limited time for POT and changes. The findings also suggested that 
among other factors, the nature of the peer relationship, which is under the impact of 
the Vietnamese Confucian collectivist culture, was important to successful 
implementation of the intervention. The theoretical framework developed for this 
study helps explain the changes in academics’ pedagogical reasoning, particularly 
reflection. 
The study contributes to the area of tertiary teacher development, both theoretically 
and practically. It offers insights into how such an approach may be effective, 
particularly in the context of Vietnamese higher education, and provides guidance for 
both practice and policies. It identifies what needs to be done to improve the 
implementation of the intervention. It also offers ideas for leaders to make institutional 
policies to support academics’ professional learning and development. Its findings 
contribute to understanding how the intervention works, and why it works in the 
Vietnamese context and also of academics’ reflection and reflective practice. 
The study includes recommendations for the use of TT-SET augmented with POT for 
promoting teacher reflection that may lead to changes in practice by addressing 
necessary conditions for the intervention to be effective. Further research is 
recommended into the nature of the peer relationship and the characteristics of the peer 
for POT (e.g., in terms of age, experience, gender, and discipline), the impact of 
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contextual factors, the role of leaders in creating the culture of the learning community, 
the timing of the intervention, and the use of students’ learning outcomes to evaluate 
the effectiveness of changes. 
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Chapter 1. Background of the Study 
1.1. Global context 
Tertiary education has an enormous impact on individuals and society. As McArthur 
(2011) argued, tertiary education “has a social, an economic and an educative role that 
extends well beyond its walls and its own students” (p. 746). By this, she means that 
tertiary education not only develops students’ identities with critical and political 
sensibilities but also contributes to the social, cultural, economic and political 
development of the society. There have been contested visions around the role and 
purpose of tertiary education, particularly in the marketization of knowledge 
production in a global economy (Donnelly, 2007). Its economic purpose is sometimes 
used in the narrowest sense: employability. Tertiary education is believed to be 
responsible for improving employment skills to stay competitive in the knowledge-
driven global economy (Hallinger, 2010; Hénard, 2010). Regardless of whether the 
purpose of tertiary education is in its narrow or wider sense (e.g., the development of 
the individual as a model citizen), the need for good teaching is the same. The demand 
requires attention to be paid to the quality of tertiary teaching. Academics contribute 
greatly to the quality of education because they possess a particular body of knowledge 
and specialised capabilities that affect students, who are the subjects of the educational 
process. Thus, with this decisive role, academics’ teaching skills or pedagogy can 
impact the quality of teaching and students’ learning outcomes. Great effort is needed 
to build long-term capacity for improvement through processes such as the sustained 
development of teachers’ skills (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). It is therefore necessary to 
promote models to enhance academics’ learning about teaching. Many researchers like 
Darling-Hammond (2006) argue that engaging academics in professional sharing and 
critical reflection and assisting them to adapt knowledge to specific contexts can boost 
this process of learning about teaching.  
To enhance economic development most developing nations such as Vietnam have 
promoted mass tertiary education to provide their economies with a highly skilled 
workforce. The increasing number of students and the expansion of private and public 
colleges and universities in these countries have brought about concern. In the report 
on “higher education in developing countries”, The World Bank (2000) stated: 
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Expansion, both public and private, has been unbridled, unplanned, and often 
chaotic. The results – deterioration in average quality, continuing inter-regional, 
inter-country, and intra-country inequities, and increased for-profit provision of 
higher education – could all have serious consequences. (p. 27) 
The World Bank’s report also addressed the lack of well-qualified and highly 
motivated academics who are the key to the quality of tertiary education institutions. 
It identified several problems such as academics’ limited graduate training or 
outmoded teaching methods that result in rote learning. Low pay for academics and 
ill-conceived incentive structures in many developing countries make it difficult to 
improve the quality of academics (The World Bank, 2000). The World Bank also 
pointed out another reason for the low quality of teaching at tertiary level in these 
countries: “Many faculty work part-time at several institutions, devote little attention 
to research or to improving their teaching, and play little or no role in the life of the 
institutions employing them” (p. 24). Among other reasons, the lack of sound 
academic training and professional development also results in the poor quality of 
teaching. The case of academics who teach English as a foreign language is no 
exception. There is a rising need for academic professional development, particularly 
for teachers of English at tertiary level. 
The quality of English language teaching plays an important role in development, 
particularly in developing countries. English, the predominant language for 
development in these countries (Shamim, 2011), has played several roles, as Coleman 
(2010) identified, including: 
increasing individuals’ employability; enabling international collaboration and 
co-operation; providing access to research and information; facilitating the 
international mobility of students, tourists, workers and others; facilitating 
disaster relief and disaster preparedness; and acting as an impartial language in 
contexts of disharmony. (Coleman, 2010, p. 15).  
One example of the role of English in employability is related to the presence of many 
multinational companies in developing countries. This demands employees, whose 
mother tongue is not English, to have a sufficient command of English for 
communication. 
Concern for the quality of English language teaching and its essential role in 
developing countries requires adequate forms of training or professional development 
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to enhance academics’ teaching quality. In a study (Nunan, 2003) on the impact of 
English as a global language on educational policies and practices in the Asia-Pacific 
region including developing countries like Vietnam, the issue of inadequately trained 
and skilled English language teachers is among other significant problems that have 
been revealed. The poor quality of English language teaching in these Asia-Pacific 
countries is believed to result from a lack of good academic training and professional 
development. Thus, reforms need to be initiated in English language teacher education 
at both the pre-service and in-service levels. 
1.2. Tertiary education in Vietnam 
The need for measures to improve the quality of tertiary teaching is also impacted by 
the Vietnamese tertiary educational context. The significance of higher education 
development, educational assessment, and quality assurance is a focus in the 
Vietnamese Government’s Resolution 14/2005/NQ-CP on ‘Substantial and 
Comprehensive Reforms of Vietnam’s Tertiary Education in the 2006-2020 period’ 
promulgated by the Prime Minister in November, 2005. One of the general objectives 
of this innovation project is to develop well-qualified tertiary teaching and 
administrative staff with professional ethics, expertise, and advanced pedagogy and 
administration (The Vietnamese Government, 2005).  
Vietnam, willing to establish mutual and close ties with other countries, has conducted 
an open-door policy toward its integration into the world. Vietnam has integrated into 
the rest of the world as a World Trade Organisation member since 2007 after its 
membership of ASEAN (The Association of Southeast Asian Nations) and 
participation in AFTA (ASEAN Free Trade Area) in 1995. English has become widely 
used for international communication to facilitate Vietnam’s trade, business, 
educational, and political relations with other countries. Thus, the Vietnamese 
government has put emphasis on the importance of English as part of Vietnam’s socio-
economic development. Therefore, there is a goal to improve the quality of English 
teaching at the tertiary level. Communication with the rest of the world requires 
Vietnamese to have a good command of English, so the importance of English has 
increased over time. Thus, English has become the most popular foreign language 
taught and learnt at all levels of education in Vietnam, particularly in Vietnamese 
tertiary education institutions. 
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In Vietnam, the quality of English language teaching has long been a concern. One of 
the problems is inadequately trained and skilled teachers. Therefore, improving the 
quality of foreign language teaching is one of the government’s several measures to 
reform tertiary education along with the establishment of a quality assurance system 
and encouraging connection between teaching and research. Major reform of foreign 
language education was emphasised in the Prime Minister’s decision 1400/QĐ-TTg 
on teaching and learning foreign languages in the national education system from 
2008 to 2020 project. The objective of this project is to implement radical changes that 
enable Vietnamese graduates to use foreign languages properly in their multicultural 
work and study environment (The Prime Minister, 2008). As part of this initiative, 
English as a foreign language (EFL) or English for Specific Purposes (ESP) has 
become a mandatory subject in tertiary education. 
Tertiary education institutions in Vietnam have taken several measures to improve 
teaching. However, important professional development activities such as coaching, 
supervision, and mentoring are under-utilised compared with other most-preferred 
forms of learning such as formal degree programmes and self-study (Hoa, 2008). For 
example, it is possible to locate just a few studies into peer observation of teaching 
such as critical friend groups for beginner teachers (Long & Hoa, 2010) and peer 
mentoring of beginning EFL academics (Hoa, 2008) or pre-service EFL teachers (Hoa, 
2013) at tertiary level in Vietnam. This indicates that academic professional 
development through peer observation of teaching, seminars, workshops, or informal 
teaching dialogue receives little attention (Hiep, 2001). 
Teaching Business English, as a particular form of teaching ESP which is commonly 
implemented for students majoring in economics or business related areas, is seen as 
problematic in the current context of English language teaching in Vietnam. In a study 
involving Business English academics at three universities in Vietnam, Huong (2014) 
found that the quality of Business English teaching appeared to be affected by factors 
such as designing business English programmes, problematic staffing procedures, and 
academics’ limited research activities, low pay and ineffective ‘emulating’ schemes 
(where academics make efforts to improve achievement in annual appraisal events), 
and academics’ part-time jobs or expanded roles. These academics reported that they 
had limited time to engage in teaching improvement because of working part time. 
Many believed that for teaching to be improved, academics needed to have appropriate 
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professional and pedagogical knowledge to enable student learning, engage in 
continuous professional development, and gain understanding of student needs, 
together with commitment and responsibility. Working part time may add to 
academics’ work burden; yet, collaboration between academics can help ease their 
workload and reinvigorate their teaching (Eddy & Garza Mitchell, 2012). One of the 
measures for improving teaching quality can be the implementation of professional 
development models that trigger academics’ reflection and reflective practice and their 
commitment to learning about teaching. As Tran et al. (2014) suggested, for Vietnam’s 
tertiary education to be improved, priority should be given to “improved resourcing 
over time, better staff development and reform in educational governance and in 
government itself” (p. 236). 
1.3. Rationale for the study 
My interest in pursuing ways to help academics reflect and learn about teaching 
derives from the pressing need to improve teaching in tertiary education, particularly 
the quality of teaching ESP. From my personal experience as a lecturer of English, if 
academics reflect on practice and gain deeper understanding of practice, their teaching 
capacity may develop. Students and peer colleagues are those who are in direct contact 
with academics’ performance and thus appear to be a useful information source about 
teaching. Years ago, I often collected student feedback on my teaching with my own 
student evaluation of teaching (SET) form which focused on the aspects of teaching I 
wanted to know about. I selected items I needed from a standardised SET, making the 
teacher-tailored SET (TT-SET). Then, I made changes to my practice. However, I 
thought seeing practice through the student lens was not sufficient, so I looked for a 
professional viewpoint. Eventually, I joined in reciprocal peer observation of teaching 
(POT) with other colleagues in my department. I learnt new teaching techniques and 
strategies, some of which appeared ‘odd’ to me but could engage students in learning. 
I felt comfortable receiving feedback from my peers because it was not evaluative and 
did not threaten my reputation. Both forms of feedback have their own weaknesses 
with respect to their use as a trigger for reflection and reflective practice, and I believed 
that both could supplement each other in informing teaching. 
Formative SET and POT for teaching improvement are among the models of 
professional development employed by tertiary education institutions worldwide. SET 
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has been commonly used (Yao & Grady, 2005) and POT has become a popular practice 
in tertiary education (Bennett & Barp, 2008). A number of studies have demonstrated 
positive results as SET helped academics to improve their practice such as Aultman 
(2006), Cohen (1980), Ramsden (1991), and Yao and Grady (2005). To make effective 
use of SETs and provide a professional perspective on practice for teaching 
improvement, it is suggested that SETs be augmented with forms of consultation (e.g., 
Dresel & Rindermann, 2011; Lang & Kersting, 2007; Penny & Coe, 2004; 
Rindermann, Kohler, & Meisenberg, 2007). One of these forms can be through critical 
friendships (Wichadee, 2012). POT, which has been viewed as promoting reflection 
and learning (e.g., Bell & Cooper, 2011; Sullivan, Buckle, Nicky, & Atkinson, 2012) 
when used for formative purposes, may be used to supplement SET because peer 
colleagues as insiders in the profession can provide a professional viewpoint on 
teaching. 
It can be drawn from the global context that formative SET and POT are relevant 
processes for engaging academics in reflection and professional learning, which may 
lead to their enhanced practice. Yet, SET and POT may not be automatically effective 
for improving teaching and successfully implemented in all contexts because of the 
possible impacts of the specific organisational or cultural context (Barnard et al., 
2015). Therefore, there is a need to explore how they work in the Vietnamese context. 
In Vietnamese tertiary education, the use of SETs and POT for teaching improvement 
have relevance. Students have been encouraged to contribute to the teaching-learning 
process, and SETs have been increasingly used (Dung & Mcinnis, 2002). Despite 
concerns about the SET shortcomings (e.g., academics’ vulnerability to criticism and 
threat to their high traditional status), the researchers suggested that academics can 
gain valid information from SET and use it to improve performance. In addition to 
formative SETs, POT may be valuable for academics’ reflection and reflective 
practice. However, little attention is paid to POT as a formal learning activity for 
academics in Vietnamese tertiary education (i.e., it is rarely used and mostly is self-
initiated) for fear of threats to academics’ privileged position and the need for greater 
resources such as time and energy. Although POT is not widely used in Vietnam (Hiep, 
2001), some recent studies (e.g., Long and Hoa, 2010; Hoa, 2008, 2013) that employed 
POT as a strategy have revealed the effective use of colleagues as a reflective lens for 
pre-service or beginner EFL academics to improve teaching. Despite the positive 
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outcomes, I suspect that POT may face cultural challenges related to interpersonal 
interactions because harmony is of primary concern in collectivist cultures (Mai, 
Terlouw, & Pilot, 2005). The overview of the use of SETs and POT indicates that few 
studies have employed TT-SET augmented with POT, so I am motivated to explore 
how the intervention works for Vietnamese academics. 
The Vietnamese context may determine the extent to which formative TT-SET 
augmented with POT is successful as a process for promoting reflection and learning 
about teaching. Although I may predict possible challenging cultural factors for the 
implementation of the intervention in Vietnam, I will keep the model of the 
intervention as it is originally intended in Western research. Research is contextually 
situated, and I aim to examine the extent to which Vietnamese cultural factors may 
impact its implementation. Therefore, I want to explore what works, what does not 
work with the intervention, and how to make it work better in the future within the 
Vietnamese context. 
1.4. Aim of the study 
This study is a case examination of TT-SET augmented with POT in a Vietnamese 
university. It explores how the intervention (TT-SET augmented with face-to-face 
collaborative POT) impacts on academics’ pedagogical reasoning, particularly their 
reflection and changes they make with an objective to improve teaching, by:  
i. documenting academics’ reflection through the process of pedagogical 
reasoning based on feedback from students and peers;  
ii. examining the perceived impact of the intervention on academics’ practice, 
beliefs and attitudes;  
iii. recording their perceptions of the effectiveness of TT-SET augmented with 
POT for promoting their reflection and reflective practice in the pedagogical 
reasoning process;  
iv. identifying possible challenges to the implementation of TT-SET augmented 
with POT in the Vietnamese context. 
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1.5. Research questions 
In order to achieve the objectives, the following research questions are formulated. 
There is one main question with three sub-questions:  
In the context of a Vietnamese university, how does TT-SET augmented with POT 
impact on academics’ pedagogical reasoning? 
There are three sub-questions:  
1. What is the perceived impact of TT-SET augmented with POT on academics’ 
practice, beliefs, and attitudes? 
2. What are academics’ perceptions of the effectiveness of TT-SET augmented with 
POT for promoting their reflection in the process of pedagogical reasoning? 
3. What are possible challenges to the implementation of TT-SET augmented with 
POT in Vietnam’s context? 
1.6. Focus of the study 
This research locates the area for the implementation of TT-SET augmented with POT 
for formative purposes in tertiary education. Through the literature review on the use 
of SET and POT, it is noted that the interventions are used worldwide, focusing on 
their effectiveness for academics’ professional learning and development. There have 
been few studies involving POT in Vietnam. These were conducted with pre-service 
or beginner EFL teachers and did not discuss the impact of cultural factors on the 
implementation of these intervention processes. This study examines how TT-SET 
augmented with POT impacts more experienced academics’ pedagogical reasoning, 
with a focus on their reflection, learning and changes to practice and discusses the 
perceived impacts of cultural factors on its implementation. 
1.7. Thesis overview 
This chapter has described the context for this study and developed the research 
questions that guide it. Chapter 2 establishes the argument for the theoretical 
framework which is presented in Chapter 3 through the review of the literature on: 
teachers’ pedagogical reasoning, beliefs, and knowledge; self-efficacy and autonomy; 
reflection and reflective practice; and the students’ and colleagues’ lenses for 
reflection with SET and POT. The research gap is then identified through the summary 
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of findings from the review of literature. Chapter 3 presents the research objectives 
and questions, and the theoretical framework of the study which is developed based 
on the literature review, and the methodology. Chapter 4 presents the research context, 
the participants, and the research methods including data collection and analysis used 
for this study. Chapter 5 provides an overall picture of participants’ experience of TT-
SET augmented with POT. Chapter 6 examines the data and findings across 
participants and answers the research questions. Chapter 7 discusses the findings of 
the study in relation to the literature. Chapter 8 presents the study’s significance and 
limitations, discusses implications, proposes recommendations for future research, and 
ends with concluding remarks. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 
2.1. Introduction 
Learning about teaching may result from reflection which can be triggered by internal 
factors such as self-assessment and external factors such as feedback from students 
and colleagues. LaBoskey’s (1993) reflective model suggests that reflection may lead 
to new comprehension, which may result in actions to solve practical problems. The 
learning may involve the adoption of new action strategies (single-loop learning) or 
the changing of one’s assumptions (double-loop learning) (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 
Reflection may need structural aids such as student feedback and colleague’s 
consultation to be effective. With sufficient resources or prerequisites for reflection, 
learning can occur and may lead to actions to enhance practice. 
How teachers decide on what resources and teaching methods to use in their classroom 
can be explained in Shulman’s idea of teaching that emphasises comprehension and 
reasoning, transformation and reflection. Shulman’s (1987) model of pedagogical 
reasoning and action was developed as a foundation for teaching reform. The model 
identifies actions that teachers take during their practice; one of these actions is 
reflection. As it portrays reflective practice during the teaching process, the model is 
relevant for examining academics’ reflection and reflective practice, knowledge 
development, and actions to improve practice in the process of pedagogical reasoning. 
Academics’ desire to act as reflective professionals may stem from some source of 
motivation. When academics feel that they are competent (a sense of self-efficacy) and 
empowered to take control over aspects related to their practice (a sense of autonomy), 
they may take actions to change. Self-efficacy and autonomy contribute to intrinsic 
motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000a), which is seen as more powerful than extrinsic 
motivators in triggering adults’ learning (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005). It 
seems useful to find a mechanism to enhance academics’ reflection as well as self-
efficacy and autonomy to facilitate teaching improvement. 
Multiple sources of information may be necessary for academics to grasp a complete 
picture of their practice (Algozzine et al., 2004). For effective reflection, academics 
may need to seek lenses. Brookfield (1995) proposes the four critically reflective 
lenses: teachers’ autobiographies as learners and teachers, students’ eyes, colleagues’ 
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experiences, and theoretical literature. They appear to be appropriate sources for 
reflection because, for effective reflection, teachers need to examine practice from 
different angles (Loughran, 2002). Yet, this study focuses on student and colleagues 
for their external contextual information on practice (noting that theoretical literature 
is an external lens as well). Students are direct recipients of the teaching process; 
therefore, their opinion about teaching practice is important for academics’ reflection. 
Meanwhile, colleagues can provide a professional perspective on teaching.  
This literature review aims to explore academics’ reflection and reflective practice and 
learning about teaching in tertiary education. The review begins by examining the 
literature concerning teachers’ pedagogical reasoning, beliefs (including self-efficacy 
and autonomy), and knowledge. This is followed with exploration of literature on 
models of reflection and learning theories, focusing on how reflection and reflective 
practice contribute to professional learning. Then, the review looks at two lenses for 
reflection: students and colleagues. It discusses the formative purpose of the lenses in 
the forms of SET and POT. Their effectiveness and challenges with reference to the 
context of implementation are also considered to see whether SET and POT can be 
effectively used for triggering academics’ reflection and learning. Finally, the findings 
from the literature are summarised, which signals the research gap and the research 
question to guide the study. 
2.2. Teachers’ pedagogical reasoning, knowledge, and beliefs 
Pedagogical reasoning is important for insight into the thoughtful and skilful acts of 
teaching appropriate for a given setting. Shulman (1987) described pedagogical 
reasoning and action as involving “a cycle through the activities of comprehension, 
transformation1, instruction, evaluation, and reflection” (p. 14). It is necessary to 
discuss teachers’ pedagogical reasoning and action to understand how teachers can 
develop and apply knowledge in their own teaching contexts. 
2.2.1. Teachers’ pedagogical reasoning 
Pedagogical reasoning is characterised as a process of transformation where teachers 
turn the subject content knowledge into pedagogically powerful forms that fit into 
                                            
1 Shulman’s (1987) term “transformation” is different from Mezirow’s (1991) “transformation” which 
refers to a significant change in understanding or the whole change of assumption and is associated 
with double-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 
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student diversity of ability and background (Shulman, 1987). Shulman (1987) 
developed a model of pedagogical reasoning and action, with an idea of teaching that 
emphasises comprehension and reasoning, transformation and reflection. The model 
is composed of activities that teachers do during teaching, including: (1) 
comprehension of subject-matter knowledge, (2) transformation of subject knowledge 
into possible instructional representations, (3) instruction (observable performance of 
various teaching acts), (4) evaluation of students’ learning and teacher’s performance, 
(5) reflection on one’s own and the class’s performance, and (6) new comprehensions 
(consolidation of new understandings and learning from experience). Then, through 
reflection teachers can gain new comprehension of teaching, students, and the subject. 
Therefore, Shulman’s model was “an attempt to illustrate reflective practice during the 
teaching process” (Starkey, 2010b, p. 234). In discussing the conceptualisation of 
second language teacher education, Richards (2011) referred to teachers’ pedagogical 
reasoning skills as the specialised type of thinking that teachers have and make use of 
in planning and delivering their lessons. Richards suggested that these special skills 
allow English teachers to: analyse potential lesson content and identify how to use it 
as a teaching resource; identify specific linguistic goals for the chosen content; 
anticipate any possible problems and their solutions; and make appropriate decisions 
in lesson timing and sequencing and grouping arrangements. Teachers can develop 
their pedagogical reasoning skills through forms of collaboration. For example, 
collaboration with more experienced teachers through processes such as shared 
planning, team teaching, and observation can help less experienced teachers gain an 
understanding of these teachers’ thinking processes (Richards, 2011). These examples 
suggest that new professional knowledge may be accumulated through critically 
examining present practice in relation to experience or past practice. Thus, Shulman’s 
model appears to be appropriate for examining teachers’ professional knowledge 
development in that the teachers may gain new comprehension through reflection. 
Teachers’ pedagogical reasoning can be understood as a process of transformation in 
which teachers turn the subject content knowledge into pedagogically powerful forms 
to adapt to students’ ability and background, then performing and evaluating students’ 
learning and teachers’ performance, reflecting on practice based on evidence, and 
concluding with the new understandings. It explains the mechanism whereby teachers 
decide what and how to teach in their teaching context. 
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2.2.2. Teachers’ professional knowledge and beliefs 
Teachers’ knowledge and beliefs are important determinants of actions. It is difficult 
to differentiate teachers’ beliefs from knowledge (S. M. Bullock, 2011; Calderhead, 
1996). However, it is necessary to know what they are and how they can develop and 
contribute to actions. 
2.2.2.1. How teachers’ knowledge can be developed 
Shulman (1987) identified several categories of knowledge base for teacher 
knowledge:  
 Content knowledge – the knowledge of the subject matter to be taught;  
 General pedagogical knowledge – about how to organise classroom activities, 
give instructions, and so on;  
 Curriculum knowledge – the understanding of the course materials and 
programmes;  
 Pedagogical content knowledge – teachers’ own special form of professional 
understanding of how to perform professional teaching such as explicating a 
concept; 
 Knowledge of learners and their characteristics;  
 Knowledge of the educational context;  
 Knowledge of educational ends, purposes, and values, and their philosophical 
and historical grounds. 
Shulman (1987) noted among these categories, pedagogical content knowledge is 
distinctive to teachers because it “is the category most likely to distinguish the 
understanding of the content specialist from that of the pedagogue” (p. 8).  
In addition, according to Wallace (1991), teacher knowledge is composed of ‘received 
knowledge,’ which is formed through academic education, and ‘experiential 
knowledge,’ which is accumulated from classroom experience through reflection. 
Learning about teaching results from reflection on these two types of knowledge that 
guide teaching practices (Wallace, 1991). Teachers’ learning is commonly 
characterised as socially constructed through their experience as learners in classrooms 
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and schools and in professional teacher education programs, and later as teachers in 
their work context (i.e., dependent on knowledge of self, students, subject matter, 
curricula, and setting) (Johnson, 2006). These claims indicate an interrelationship 
between received knowledge and experiential knowledge and the role of teachers as 
dynamic users and producers of knowledge. As Johnson and Golombek (2002) 
discussed, teachers’ way of learning “includes an ongoing struggle to articulate an 
epistemology of practice that characterises teachers as legitimate knowers, producers 
of legitimate knowledge, and as capable of constructing and sustaining their own 
professional practice over time” (p. 3). Teachers can be active agents in developing 
their professional knowledge. Received knowledge and experiential knowledge can be 
linked and compared through teachers’ reflection and shape the way teachers interpret 
their teaching experiences and refine their practice to suit the classroom context. 
Reflection can be a mechanism for teachers to develop knowledge. Abd-El-Khalick 
(2006) found that reflection impacted the development of teacher knowledge. Learning 
to teach may require creating opportunities for teachers to develop, make explicit, and 
articulate the tacit knowledge residing in their experience (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 
1999). This process can lead to new understanding which derives from their 
restructuring of existing knowledge, beliefs, and practices (Johnson & Golombek, 
2002). Crookes (2009) claimed, “raising tacit knowledge to consciousness” is central 
to the concepts of reflective practice (p. 132). In addition, Shulman (1987) noted that 
the wisdom of practice, which is among four major sources of teacher knowledge (the 
others being scholarship in content disciplines, educational materials and structures, 
and formal educational scholarship) is the least codified of all sources of knowledge 
and provides “reflective rationalization for the practices of able teachers” (p. 11). 
Wisdom of practice “refers to the full range of practical arguments engaged by 
practitioners as they reason about and ultimately make judgments and decisions about 
situations they confront and actions they must take” (Shulman, 2007, p. 560). These 
ideas suggest that teachers can consciously reflect on practice if they are supported to 
articulate their practical knowledge, and their pedagogical reasoning skills can be 
developed in collaboration with others (as mentioned earlier). Thus, in order to develop 
teachers’ knowledge, it may be necessary to help them make practical pedagogical 
wisdom explicit (i.e., to examine their tacit knowledge). 
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2.2.2.2. Teacher beliefs  
Beliefs refer to a mental state holding propositions that are accepted as true (Borg, 
2001), reside in a tacit form and are not directly observable (Kagan, 1992; Kane, 
Sandretto, & Heath, 2002; Nespor, 1987), and can be studied when articulated (Kane 
et al., 2002). Beliefs are personal constructs based on perception, evaluation and 
judgment (Clancey, 1997; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992; Roehrig & Kruse, 2005). 
Beliefs in educational settings can be referred to as “one’s convictions, philosophy, 
tenets, or opinions about teaching and learning” (Haney, Lumpe, & Czerniak, 2003, p. 
367). Pedagogical beliefs can be simply defined as beliefs about teaching and learning 
(i.e., teachers’ educational beliefs about teaching and learning) (Ertmer, 2005; Lim & 
Chai, 2008). Pajares (1992) recommended that a distinction needs to be made between 
teachers’ broader, general belief systems and their educational beliefs. Furthermore, 
he claimed that the construct of educational beliefs is broad and includes many diverse 
aspects, and for research purposes it is necessary to specify what those beliefs are 
about. According to Pajares (1992), educational beliefs can be: 
…beliefs about confidence to affect students’ performance (teacher efficacy), 
about the nature of knowledge (epistemological beliefs), about causes of 
teachers’ or students’ performance (attributions, locus of control, motivation, 
writing apprehension, math anxiety), about perceptions of self and feelings of 
self-worth (self-concept, self-esteem), about confidence to perform specific tasks 
(self-efficacy),…about specific subjects or disciplines (reading instruction, the 
nature of reading, whole language). (p. 316) 
Teachers’ educational beliefs are a complicated construct. To serve the purpose of this 
study, some particular form of teacher beliefs such as self-efficacy will be discussed. 
However, in other cases, teacher beliefs will be used as a generic term as defined by 
Basturkmen, Lowewen, and Ellis (2004): “statements teachers make about their ideas, 
thoughts and knowledge that are expressed as evaluations of what ‘should be done’, 
‘should be the case’, and ‘is preferable’” (p. 244), or teachers’ pedagogical beliefs 
(e.g., beliefs about teaching and learning Business English in tertiary education). This 
definition can be used to examine teacher reflection on practice for change because it 
shows the interrelationship between teacher beliefs and professional practices. 
Beliefs are influential determinants of teachers’ classroom practices (e.g., how they 
define and carry out tasks, organise knowledge and deal with problems) (Donald, 
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Blake, Girault, Datt, & Ramsay, 2009; Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 1992). Beliefs can 
centrally mediate a teacher’s selection and prioritisation of goals and actions (Aguirre 
& Speer, 2000). For example, in a study concerning teacher decision-making in the 
English as a Second Language classroom in three post-secondary institutions, Smith 
(1991) indicated that “teachers’ instructional decisions are centrally influenced by both 
individually held beliefs about second language learning and teaching as well as 
experiential knowledge of the ESL classroom” (p. ii). Smith (1996) gave an instance 
where teachers who appreciated grammatical accuracy emphasised language codes in 
the design of learning tasks and the curriculum. 
Because beliefs are regarded as socially constructed and associated with changes in 
professional practice, it can be assumed that if there is a mechanism to trigger a change 
in beliefs, it may stimulate a change in practice. Because teachers’ beliefs are shaped 
by experiences, for beliefs to change it is important that they reflect on these 
experiences (Pajares, 1992). Three strategies suggested for changes in beliefs are 
through personal experiences, vicarious experiences, and social-cultural influences 
(Ertmer, 2005). Ertmer argued that if beliefs are formed through personal experiences, 
change in beliefs takes place after change in practice and “by helping teachers adopt 
new practices that are successful, the associated beliefs will also change” (p. 32). 
Observing others’ performances can also contribute to change in beliefs. These two 
ideas are associated with self-efficacy and vicarious experience which are discussed 
in section 2.3.1. Then, teachers’ practices and beliefs are continually influenced by 
their ongoing teaching experiences and by surrounding people’s values and opinions 
(Ertmer, 2005). These ideas suggest that if teachers’ reflection is promoted, it may 
bring about changes in beliefs and subsequent action, which in return can trigger 
reflection on beliefs. The trend in research into teachers’ beliefs stemmed from a 
common view that to gain insight into teaching, it is necessary to understand what 
teachers think, know, believe, and do (Borg, 2003; D. Bullock, 2011). Thus, this area 
is an important issue to consider in the thesis. 
2.2.2.3. Summary 
Teachers’ knowledge and beliefs are closely associated with academics’ pedagogical 
reasoning and action. These affect their ability to carry out teaching tasks such as 
transforming content knowledge into appropriate instructional representations and 
make changes for effective classroom practice. In order to enhance teachers’ learning 
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about teaching, it may be necessary for teachers to engage in the process of reflection 
whereby their knowledge and beliefs, together with attitudes, values, and experience 
are challenged, refined, or even changed, which helps raise to consciousness the nature 
of their personalised theories of practice. To execute changes in practice, academics 
may also need to reflect on the way they transform knowledge into teachable forms in 
the classroom (the role of reflection in professional learning is discussed in section 
2.4.1.2). Therefore, a process which makes teachers aware of how their knowledge and 
beliefs shape their understanding of teaching and how they make teaching decisions in 
practice may influence and provide insights into teachers’ process of pedagogical 
reasoning and action. 
2.3. Self-efficacy and autonomy: motivation for actions 
As discussed above, teachers’ beliefs influence teaching behaviours. However, the 
above explanation does not provide insight into what motivates teachers to take actions 
for teaching improvement. Based on difference in goals for actions, Ryan and Deci 
(2000a) distinguished “intrinsic motivation, which refers to doing something because 
it is inherently interesting or enjoyable” from “extrinsic motivation, which refers to 
doing something because it leads to a separable outcome” (p. 55). Intrinsic motivation 
reflects human inclination to learn and assimilate and is “the inherent tendency to seek 
out novelty and challenges, to extend and exercise one’s capacities, to explore, and to 
learn” (Ryan & Deci, 2000b, p. 70). This implies that being intrinsically motivated 
entails being willing to take actions. Knowles et al. (2005) suggest that intrinsic 
motivation is more powerful for adult learning. In addition, a number of studies (e.g., 
Canrinus, Helms-Lorenz, Beijaard, Buitink, and Hofman, 2012; Skaalvik and 
Skaalvik, 2014) suggested that self-efficacy and autonomy contribute to intrinsic 
motivation. Therefore, in carrying out an intervention process for academics to 
improve practice, it may be necessary to consider whether it develops their sense of 
self-efficacy and autonomy. 
2.3.1. Teacher self-efficacy 
Self-efficacy, from the standpoint of social cognitive theory, can be generally viewed 
as one’s personal beliefs in one’s own capabilities (Bandura, 1977a). Self-efficacy is 
defined as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of 
action required to attain designated types of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). It 
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denotes an internal attribution where one sees oneself as the cause of an action, refers 
to future behaviours, and is a predictor of actual behaviours (Schwarzer & Hallum, 
2008). Bandura (1977a, 1997) identified four possible sources of people’s beliefs 
about their personal efficacy:  
 Mastery experiences: are indicators of capability (Bandura, 1997) and are 
enhanced when people perceive their performance as successful. Then, enhanced 
self-efficacy leads to their expectations of successful future performance. 
Otherwise, efficacy decreases if people perceive their practice as a failure. 
 Vicarious experiences: are gained when observing others’ performance and 
contribute to the enhancement of self-efficacy through competency transmission 
and comparison with others’ goal achievement (Bandura, 1997). The impact of 
the modelled performance on the observer’s self-efficacy depends on the extent 
to which the observer identifies with the observed (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
2007). Modelled performances with clear outcomes can bring about more 
efficacy information (Bandura, 1977a). When the observed person performs 
well, the observer’s self-efficacy sometimes rises. When the model and the 
observer have salient differences in aspects such as the level of experience, 
training, gender, or race, watching a very competent performance may not 
enhance the observer’s self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007).  
 Verbal persuasion: relates to conversations about people’s performance and 
opportunities for success with others such as colleagues. When people receive 
each other’s encouragement or persuasion in their capacities to perform tasks 
successfully, they will probably attempt greater sustained effort (Bandura, 
1986).  
 Physiological arousal: also contributes to a sense of efficacy. For example, 
feeling pleased from successful performance may enhance teachers’ sense of 
efficacy; on the contrary, feelings of stress or anxiety relating to a fear of losing 
control may result in lower self-efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). 
Self-efficacy is important because it impacts on one’s feeling, thinking, and actions. 
Growing research supports Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory that academics’ 
self-efficacy is related to their classroom behaviour and affects their attempts in 
teaching, aspirations, and persistence to deal with difficulties (e.g., Tschannen-Moran 
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& Hoy, 2001; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008; Mansfield & Woods-McConney, 2012). 
Different levels of self-efficacy can increase or hinder one’s motivation to act. 
Teachers with high self-efficacy are believed to be more resilient in their teaching and 
likely to try harder to help students explore their capability whereas those with low 
self-efficacy are less likely to make an effort to meet student needs (Pendergast & 
Garvis, 2011). Ryan and Deci (2000a) suggested that when three innate psychological 
needs (i.e., competence, autonomy, and relatedness) are satisfied, self-motivation and 
mental health will be enhanced. A sense of self-efficacy is associated with feeling of 
competence. Feeling competent helps maintain intrinsic motivation and psychological 
well-being (Gagne & Deci, 2005; Mansfield & Woods-McConney, 2012; Pendergast 
& Garvis, 2011). Interpersonal interactions such as feedback that bring about “feelings 
of competence during action can enhance intrinsic motivation for that action because 
they allow satisfaction of the basic psychological need for competence” (Ryan & Deci, 
2000a, p. 58). In other words, self-efficacy contributes to intrinsic motivation; thus, 
for teachers to take actions to improve practice, it is necessary to promote their sense 
of self-efficacy. 
2.3.2. Teacher autonomy 
Little (1995) describes autonomous teachers as having a strong sense of personal 
responsibility for their teaching exercised through continuous reflection, control, and 
freedom in the teaching process. Teacher autonomy is also conceptualised as an ability 
to develop appropriate teaching skills, knowledge and attitudes for themselves as 
teachers, in collaboration with others (Smith & Erdoğan, 2008; Yan, 2010). 
Sometimes, it is referred to as teachers’ ability to influence their teaching life (such as 
control over scheduling, curriculum, textbooks, and instructional planning) and 
freedom to make decisions (Benson, 2000; Short, 1994). These definitions appear to 
relate autonomy to teachers’ capacity to engage in self-directed teaching. 
In discussing the dimensions of teacher autonomy, Smith and Erdoğan (2008) 
identified six characteristics:  
 Self-directed professional action,  
 Capacity for self-directed professional action,  
 Freedom from control over professional action,  
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 Self-directed professional development,  
 Capacity for self-directed professional development,  
 Freedom from control over professional development (pp. 84-85). 
Yan (2010) also indicated that a teacher’s attitude is another crucial element in teacher 
autonomy. Yan argued that it is necessary to make “a distinction between capacity for 
and/or willingness to engage in self-direction and actual self-directed behaviour” (p. 
175). For example, some Chinese academics have the capacity to engage in self-
directed activity but are not willing to do so for the sake of personal responsibility 
(Yan, 2010). Thus, teachers’ attitudes may determine whether they perform actual self-
directed behaviours when autonomy is facilitated. 
The interpretations of the dimensions of teacher autonomy may be useful for research 
into reflective practice. As Lamb (2008) indicated, in relation to professional action or 
teaching, the extent of teachers’ capacity to improve teaching through effort (through 
reflective or research-oriented approaches) and freedom to teach in their preferred way 
denote conceptualisations of teacher autonomy. With regard to teacher learning, Lamb 
stated that the interpretations of teacher autonomy emphasise teachers’ capability of 
making decisions according to their professional learning needs, or the freedom to do 
so. Lamb suggested that research is necessary to investigate the manner in which 
teacher autonomy (and interventions designed to enhance teacher autonomy) 
influences learning outcomes, motivation and professional satisfaction. Considering 
these dimensions together with teachers’ attitudes is useful for interpreting teachers’ 
actions in teaching and learning about teaching. 
Teachers’ sense of autonomy can be the driving force of their actions. Teacher 
autonomy may relate to teachers’ freedom for aspirations, teaching methods, and 
educational strategies that align with their own teaching beliefs and values (Skaalvik 
& Skaalvik, 2014). Empirical evidence from Skaalvik and Skaalvik’s research showed 
that teachers’ autonomy is positively associated with their engagement in teaching and 
job satisfaction. However, they argued that high autonomy may bring about different 
outcomes depending on whether teachers’ mastery expectations (i.e., self-efficacy – 
one dimension of self-perceived competence) are high or low. Teachers with high 
mastery expectations may try new ideas and make changes to practices, which may 
facilitate personal learning and development. Meanwhile, those with low mastery 
22 
 
expectations may view autonomy as a chance to conceal their self-aware weaknesses 
and retreat from challenges, which may hinder their personal learning and growth. 
Moreover, in addition to feelings of competence (as mentioned earlier), a sense of 
autonomy can help maintain intrinsic motivation (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Thus, in order 
to motivate teachers to take actions for changes in teaching, it may be necessary to 
promote their autonomy which can be exercised through reflection. 
2.3.3. Summary 
Teachers’ self-efficacy and autonomy have been believed to be associated with 
teachers’ changes in practice because they can contribute to intrinsic motivation. 
Examining sources of self-efficacy such as vicarious experiences and verbal 
persuasion implies that the use of modelling and feedback to teaching (i.e., external 
perspectives on teaching) may be a way to make teachers aware of their beliefs in their 
capacity to execute an action. Examining the definition and dimensions of teacher 
autonomy suggests reflection can be a mechanism for teachers to become aware of 
their personal responsibility, control and freedom in teaching. Therefore, when 
implementing an intervention process to promote academics’ reflection and changes 
to practice, it is necessary to take into account their sense of self-efficacy and 
autonomy. 
2.4. Teacher reflection and reflective practice 
2.4.1. Reflection contributing to professional learning 
Reflection has been considered as a process that contributes to professional learning. 
It can be a mechanism that underlies teachers’ understandings and actions. This section 
presents the conceptualisation of reflection and reflective practice, how it contributes 
to teachers’ learning, and conditions for effective reflection. 
2.4.1.1. Conceptualising reflection and reflective practice 
The term reflection is used with many different meanings. For example, LaBoskey’s 
(1993) robust review of the literature indicated that there is inconsistent use of the term 
reflection among the theoreticians, researchers, or teacher educators. Thus, it is 
necessary to discuss the definition of reflection and identify one for use in this thesis.  
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The notion of reflection in teaching was conceptualised by Dewey (1997)2 at the 
beginning of the 20th century. He regarded reflection as an active and deliberative 
cognitive process (Hatton & Smith, 1995; Pedro, 2006). With a distinction between 
routine action and reflective action, Dewey’s discussion on reflective thought indicates 
that a truer and more reasonable conclusion about reality is likely to be evidenced in 
one’s thought if there is doubt, inquiry, and collection of evidence about the nature of 
things. Thus, Dewey defined reflective thought as “active, persistent, and careful 
consideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in the light of the grounds 
that support it, and the further conclusions to which it tends” (Dewey, 1997, p. 6). 
Following the definition, Dewey stated the components of reflective thinking: (1) “a 
state of perplexity, hesitation, and doubt”, in which a problem challenges and makes 
one’s belief questionable; and (2) “an act of search or investigation directed toward 
bringing to light further facts which serve to collaborate or to nullify the suggested 
belief” (p. 9). Dewey indicated that past experience and prior knowledge as well as 
thinking skills (maintaining the state of doubt and carrying on the systematic and 
prolonged questioning process) are the essentials of reflective thinking. It appeared 
that Dewey dealt with reflection in the setting of hypothetical-deductive problem-
solving (Hafler, 2002; Mezirow, 1991). The distinctive feature of Dewey’s concept of 
reflection is that one sees the relation between the situation one is in and the desired 
goal. What counts most in the educative process is to train a mind to be capable of 
identifying problems and skilled in methodologically critical thinking and solution. 
However, Dewey’s approach “tends to over-emphasise the procedures of logical 
thinking” (LaBoskey, 1993, p. 26). Dewey’s emphasis on prior knowledge and 
thinking skills as key mediators of reflective thinking may imply that the practitioner 
with the necessary prerequisites will be able to reach a satisfactory conclusion without 
external supportive sources. 
A second scholar who contributed to the application of reflection in education is van 
Manen (1977). In discussion on teachers making practical use of knowledge about 
curriculum, van Manen outlined three levels of reflectivity of deliberative rationality: 
the technical-practical, the interpretative/contextual, and the critical. At the first level, 
teachers’ rationality of decisions stems from “the principles of technological progress 
– economy, efficiency, and effectiveness” (p. 226). On this level, the practical 
                                            
2 Reprint of Dewey’s (1910) How we think 
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significance of the knowledge constructed through a cognitive activity means that 
teachers technically apply educational knowledge and basic curriculum principles to 
achieve a given objective. The outcomes for reflection at this level may involve 
effective selection and implementation of lessons to achieve objectives, and there may 
be a transition into linking theory development to practice and identifying the 
appropriateness of activities and objectives (Taggart & Wilson, 2005). 
At the second and higher level – the interpretive/contextual – the practical significance, 
according to van Manen, refers to “the process of analysing and clarifying individual 
and cultural experiences, meanings, perceptions, assumptions, prejudgments, and 
presuppositions, for the purpose of orienting practical actions” and focuses on “an 
interpretive understanding both of the nature and quality of educational experience, 
and of making practical choices” (pp. 226-227). In other words, educational experience 
and practical choices are examined within some interpretative framework; that is to 
say, the alignment of theory and practice (Argyris & Schön’s (1974) espoused theory 
versus theory-in-use) and the adequacy and coherence of one’s theory are considered 
in the reflection process at this level (Jones, 2007). This kind of reflection is similar to 
the one occurring in the “double-loop learning” described by Argyris and Schön (1974, 
p. 18) or “theory building” described by Korthagen and Lagerwerf (2001, p. 183). 
Korthagen and Lagerwerf described three levels of learning: (1) gestalt formation 
where one’s action tendencies are based on previous experience with similar situations 
by which one’s needs, thoughts, feelings, values, and meanings are unconsciously 
stimulated, (2) schematization where conscious actions are taken with a need for 
clarifying a situation and where concepts, characteristics, and principles of practice 
may be developed, (3) theory building where one forms the logical structuring and 
reassessing of the relations of the elements in the schema or several schemata that are 
connected into one coherent theory. It can be inferred that learning at the third level, 
or double-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1974), leads one to restructure core beliefs. 
At the third and highest level of van Manen’s (1977) system of reflectivity – the 
critical, reflection is then focused on social, political, and ethical issues of teachers’ 
practice. At this level, practitioners think deeply about ethical and political issues 
relative to teaching planning and implementation, being “concerned with worth of 
knowledge and social circumstances useful to students without personal bias” (Taggart 
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& Wilson, 2005, p. 5). At this level of reflection, practitioners question moral and 
ethical issues relating to various teaching practices. 
The term ‘critical’ causes confusion, so it is necessary to differentiate the two 
meanings it refers to. Taggart and Wilson indicated that van Manen’s term ‘critical’ is 
comparable to the term ‘dialectical’ used by Grimmett, Mackinnon, Erickson, and 
Riecken (1990) and Lasley (1992). In order to avoid confusion, the meaning of the 
word ‘critical’ needs to be elaborated: the first sense is associated with the process of 
critiquing an idea or a practice, and the second one relates to critical theory (e.g., van 
Manen, 1977) (Jones, 2007). Consequently, when referring to the first sense, critical 
will be used. When referring to the second sense, the word dialectical as employed by 
Taggart and Wilson (2005) is used instead. 
There are critiques on van Manen’s categorization of reflection. LaBoskey (1993) 
commented that van Manen’s hierarchical conceptualisation devalues the technical-
practical and interpretive, so she suggested that these categories should be referred to 
as content of reflection rather than levels of reflection and that they are of equal 
importance. LaBoskey suggested that it is possible to reflect on issues “within or across 
categories” (p. 26). Much reflective content is found related to the first two levels of 
reflection in both expert and novice teachers (McIntyre, 1993; Sparks-Langer & 
Colton, 1991). Sparks-Langer and Colton indicated that most designers of teacher 
education programmes at universities found it relatively easy to promote technical-
practical reflection but more difficult to achieve dialectical reflection. Many novice 
teachers are believed to exercise reflection at a technical level based on a lack of 
schemata in solving educative problems (Taggart & Wilson, 2005). In discussing the 
cognitive element of reflection, Sparks-Langer and Colton (1991) indicated that 
because of lack of experience, novices have less developed schemata – the organised 
structures that portray information organised into a network of related facts, concepts, 
generalisations, and experiences. These schemata constitute one’s understanding of 
the world and allow information to be stored and accessed quickly. The lack of 
schemata may require novice teachers to take action to improve practice; therefore, 
they use reflection as a way to gain knowledge for practice. Dialectical reflection, 
whereby teachers interrogate moral and ethical issues relating to various teaching 
practices, is difficult to achieve. Reflection needs confrontation (with sensitive balance 
of challenge and support) and collaboration (Convery, 1998). Taggart and Wilson 
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(2005) suggested that “facilitators working with practitioners functioning at a 
dialectical level should provide a forum to assist them in deciding worthiness of 
actions and analysing curriculum approaches, case studies, conventional wisdom, and 
technocratic approaches” (p. 5). A distinctive characteristic of dialectical reflection is 
risk taking in the form of peer review and self-assessment, which helps teachers 
achieve self-efficacy and self-actualisation and thereby reconstruct action situations as 
a means of reviewing the self as teacher and challenging previously held assumptions 
(Taggart & Wilson, 2005). The evidence means that the reflector’s new understandings 
fundamentally depend on dialectical reflection that requires examination of 
assumptions and perspectives of the world, and these are not easily recognised without 
confrontation deriving from external sources. 
Another scholar who enriched the discussion on reflective practice for teachers’ 
professional development is Donald Schön. According to Schön (1983), professionals 
frame and reframe problems in practice and refine their actions. Schön (1983) 
employed the notion of reflective practice which incorporates rational examination of 
one’s own experiences in applying knowledge to practice. Reflection-in-action can be 
viewed as a reflective form of knowing-in-action which is ordinarily tacit. Schön 
(1983) assumed that: 
competent practitioners usually know more than they can say. They exhibit a kind 
of knowing-in-practice, most of which is tacit.… Indeed, practitioners themselves 
often reveal a capacity for reflection on their intuitive knowing in the midst of 
action and sometimes use this capacity to cope with the unique, uncertain, and 
conflicted situations of practice. (1983, pp. viii-ix) 
When a professional faces a problem, the assumed structure of tacit knowing-in-action 
is critically questioned by ‘reflection-in-action’ (i.e., in the middle of an activity) that 
leads them to a re-examination of the situation to “restructure strategies of action, 
understandings of phenomena, or ways of framing problems” (Schön, 1987, p. 28). 
Schön’s model of the reflective practitioner puts weight on practitioners’ intuitive 
reshaping of events as a form of professional capability through ‘reflection-in-action’ 
and rejects the technical rationality and ‘hypothetical-deductive’ models of thinking 
and decision-making (Ecclestone, 1996). Such rejection can be illustrated with this 
critique: unreflective teachers are inclined to accept the everyday reality in their school 
and try to find the most effective and efficient means of problem-solving that has been 
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collectively validated and prescribed (Harrison, 2008; Zeichner & Liston, 2011). 
Schön argued that the technical rationalist approach, a positivist version of enquiry, 
did not reflect the confusing contexts of professional decision-making where technical 
solutions did not work with the complex/indeterminate problems. Schön (1987) also 
discussed another type of reflection – ‘reflection-on-action’ which comes after an 
activity and involves the same process as ‘reflection-in-action.’ He argued that 
professionals were different from mere technicians in their capacity to reflect about 
the moral and ethical aspects of their practice in messy, confusing contexts and their 
ability to carry out this reflection spontaneously and intuitively in action. Schön’s idea 
on reflective practice has had a great influence on professional development 
programmes (Ecclestone, 1996; Jones, 2007). 
The term reflection has caused confusion because of its multiple interpretations. In 
synthesising many different conceptualisations of reflection, Korthagen (2001) 
reached a common understanding of reflection that “reflection is the mental process of 
trying to structure or restructure an experience, a problem or existing knowledge or 
insights” (p. 58). However, Jones (2007, p. 51) argued that if reflection is to facilitate 
the development of professional expertise and capability, the process needs to involve  
“a more specific focus on practice and the outcome on practice that results” in addition 
to the mental structuring and restructuring described by Korthagen (2001). This focus 
that reflection aims at is discussed in adult learning. 
Reflection characterises dynamic adult learners and emphasises application of 
knowledge to practice and its outcomes. First, research on adult learning depicts adult 
learners “as autonomous individuals capable of identifying their own learning needs 
and planning” (MacKeracher, 2004, p. 23). From a standpoint of adult learning theory, 
Knowles (1993) argues that reflection:  
…effectively challenges the thinking about events, circumstances and 
philosophies which constitute and value the status quo… (it) is seen as a means 
of emancipation and empowerment, a vehicle for allowing both teacher educators 
and teachers to take control of environments and circumstances in which they 
work and students learn. (pp. 82-83) 
This belief in the importance of autonomy, independent thinking, and challenge to 
existing forms of knowledge and practice is distinctive of andragogical approaches to 
adult education and tertiary education (Ecclestone, 1996). Self-directedness is one of 
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the factors contributing to adults’ motivation to learn, and life experiences are used to 
develop procedures for critically examining the past, interacting in the present, and 
anticipating the future (MacKeracher, 2004). Adults gain experience and new 
knowledge over their lifetime and bring this to their current learning. These ideas 
suggest that reflection supports teachers to gain the awareness and understanding of 
their own thought processes about how they apply their learning to current practices 
and planning for the future. 
It is commonly agreed that reflection denotes the ongoing process in which the 
practitioner, from an importantly influential system of beliefs, critically considers their 
present and past practices as a way to gain knowledge and understanding to improve 
practice (Buysse, Sparkman, & Wesley, 2003; Jones, 2010). It is also necessary to 
distinguish the terms related to the concept of reflection. Reflection can occur before, 
during, or after an action. That is to say, the first case – ‘reflection-for-action’ – is 
based on previous experience. Then, reflection concurrent with an action is called 
‘reflection-in-action’ (Schön, 1983, 1987). Finally, reflection coming after an action – 
‘reflection-on-action’ (Schön, 1983, 1987) – represents the most common conception 
of reflection (McAlpine & Weston, 2000). When reflection on practice is referred in 
the study, it means reflection after actions. 
The discussion of the conceptualisation of reflection supports LaBoskey’s (1993) 
perspective that van Manen’s three levels of reflection (the practical, the interpretative, 
and the dialectical) are equally crucial to teachers’ reflection. Ideas on reflection and 
adult learning provide the understanding of the context of learning through which 
problems are defined and solved, and practices are evaluated. Mezirow (1991) 
proposed that reflection can be on the content, process, and premise of one’s belief or 
understanding of a situation. Mezirow (2003) indicated the need “to make explicit the 
differences involved in reflecting on the content, process, or premises of problem 
solving” (p. 202).  
The first one is about problem-framing with a focus on the important variables in the 
situation. For example, an English language teacher can reflect on comments by a 
fellow teacher that suggests it is not worth the effort to use games in the classroom 
because it does not aid students’ learning. The second involves examining the 
strategies and procedures of problem-solving and assessing one’s efficacy in 
performing actions. For example, the teacher can reflect on how he/she feels about 
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using games in the classroom and how confident he/she feels he/she could implement 
games which are useful for students’ learning. Content and process reflections help 
practitioners to make conscious judgments on the procedure and the likely success of 
their actions in thoughtful actions where reflection may or may not occur.  
The third – premise reflection – involves the questioning of one’s beliefs and 
assumptions (Mezirow, 1991). For example, the teacher with a prior belief that games 
did not aid to student learning could reflect on his belief after realising that students 
were so tired and stressful with other subjects that they could not engage in his English 
lesson. The teacher then tried using games and realised that students became more 
active and engaged in learning. Thus, by questioning his belief whether games are 
necessary for student learning (i.e., whether a classroom with lack of stress is essential 
for learning), trying them, and recognising the students’ enhanced engagement, the 
teacher changed his belief and decided to continue with games. Mezirow clarified that 
premise reflection “might involve an assessment of the validity of norms, roles, codes, 
‘common sense,’ ideologies, language games, paradigms, philosophies, or theories” 
(p. 105). In other words, premise reflection or critical reflection (‘critical’ in the first 
sense mentioned above) refers to “challenging the validity of presuppositions in prior 
learning” (Mezirow, 2003, p. 207). This also aligns with Brookfield’s (1995) idea of 
“hunting assumptions” (p. 3). Mezirow’s premise reflection (i.e., ‘critical reflection’ 
as used by many researchers) may focus on van Manen’s technical, interpretive and 
critical/dialectical levels. In other words, through such critical reflection (i.e., 
hunting/exploring assumptions about practice), teachers will be able not only to 
examine the technical issues of teaching, but also look interpretively and dialectically 
at aspects of practice. This is the process whereby practitioners make explicit their tacit 
knowledge upon which their practice is based. In short, reflection on content, process, 
and premise refers to an assessment of the what, how, and why of perceptions, thought, 
feelings, or actions. Mezirow’s (1991) framework is used for analysing academics’ 
reflection in this thesis because it does not devalue the technical-practical as in van 
Manen’s conceptualisation. 
2.4.1.2. How reflection may contribute to learning 
Reflection has been advocated both as a process and as a tool to examine thoroughly 
and gain insights into teaching (Marcos, Sánchez, & Tillema, 2008; McAlpine & 
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Weston, 2000). Reflection plays an essential role in teacher learning, as Mezirow 
(1991) argued, for its importance in adult learning: 
Reflection is the central dynamic in intentional learning, problem solving and 
validity testing through rational discourse. Intentional learning centrally involves 
either the explication of the meaning of experience, reinterpretation of that 
meaning, or application of it to thoughtful action. (p. 99) 
Loughran (1995) suggested that reflection should be viewed by teachers as part of their 
own process of learning about learning and teaching, which then will bring them the 
understanding of their context-specific pedagogy and the ability to make decisions on 
appropriate application of knowledge in their own practice. The reflective process 
focuses on “hunting assumptions” (Brookfield, 1995, p. 3), examining practices from 
as many unfamiliar perspectives as possible to have appropriate guides for action 
(Brookfield, 1995). Reflection through questioning and investigating these 
assumptions relating to teaching and learning can lead to a developing understanding 
of professional practice (Harrison, 2008). In addition, teachers’ ability to apply ethical 
norms to the objectives and processes of teaching and learning would determine the 
quality of their reflection (Valli, 1997); therefore, they should consider the worth of 
knowledge, social consequence, and defence of choices (Taggart & Wilson, 2005). In 
other words, professionals need to judge the worthiness of their actions that align with 
their goals and the ethical values of actions. Pollard (2005) stated, “reflective teaching 
implies an active concern with aims and consequences as well as means and technical 
competence” (p. 15).  
Reflection may result in single-loop and/or double-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 
1974): refining practices to solve problems and/or restructuring one’s beliefs and 
values or attitudes, and theories of practice. Relating to long-term professional 
development, Jones (2007) indicated that the reflection process is a means of 
informing and improving practice but emphasised that it may be at times used for 
evaluating one’s practice rather than a deliberative problem-framing and solving 
process. In other words, teachers through reflection are able to develop new premises 
of practice which will foster new and improved practices (Jones, 2007; Korthagen, 
2001).  
Reflection should be viewed as a mechanism that supports teachers’ ongoing 
professional development whereby they: build their own knowledge; clarify and 
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elaborate underlying assumptions, predispositions of classroom practice, and the 
outcomes of actions; and question the moral and ethical issues of teaching practices.  
2.4.1.3. Conditions for effective reflection 
For reflection to be effective, teachers require specific attitudes and skills or 
competence. Appropriate attitudes for reflection may maximise the effectiveness of 
reflection. As Moore and Asay (2013) discussed, attitudes – values expressed within 
social contexts – are states of readiness that will influence a person’s response to 
situations and will change with experience and education. Dewey (1997) identified 
three necessary attitudes for a reflective practitioner – open-mindedness to alternative 
possibilities, responsibility in judging the outcomes, and whole-heartedness to take 
actions from ideals. In a framework for teacher reflection, Colton and Sparks-Langer 
(1993) suggest four qualities of reflective decision makers: efficacy (belief in one’s 
ability to make a difference), flexibility (ability to take other perspectives to find new 
meanings and interpretations), social responsibility (caring about and contributing to 
social causes), and consciousness (awareness of one’s own thinking and decision 
making). Grant and Zeichner (2000) emphasised the importance of ‘complete 
openness of mind’ because “reflective teaching involves a balance between the 
arrogance that blindly rejects what is commonly accepted as truth and the servility that 
blindly receives this ‘truth’” (p. 35).  
In addition, the development of the capacity for reflection and reflective practice has 
been considered an important determinant of the emergence of a capable reflective 
teacher. Wheatley (2006) emphasised the importance of capacities for reflection: 
It’s hard to look at modern life and see our capacities for reflection or meaning-
making… all changes results from a change in meaning…. We change only if we 
decide that the change is meaningful to who we are. (p. 179) 
This capacity involves the ability to build a sound knowledge base for reflection and 
the necessary skills for effective actions, without which reflection will not yield 
improved practice (Jones, 2007).  
An effective reflective teacher has the ability to make a distinction between reflection 
and rationalisation of practice, which is crucial to the development of teachers’ 
professional knowledge (Loughran, 2002). Loughran suggested that rationalisation 
may disguise itself as reflection, by which he meant that rationalisation of practice is 
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apparent when a problem is dominated by existing perspectives and is not examined 
from varied viewpoints. Contrasting effective reflection with rationalisation of 
practice, Loughran asserted that reflection is effective when it facilitates a teacher’s 
meaning-making of a situation in ways that enhance understanding in order that the 
teacher comes to examine and understand the context of practice from a variety of 
viewpoints. To examine practice through many different lenses, reflective teachers 
need “competence in methods of evidence-based classroom enquiry” (Pollard, 2005, 
p. 14). For instance, collaboration and dialogue with colleagues can lead to the 
enhancement of reflective teaching, professional learning, and personal fulfilment 
(Pollard, 2005).  
In summary, reflection and reflective practice provide teachers with a means of 
building self-knowledge and understanding of teaching and learning, through which 
they are able to constantly examine and refine practice with attention to goals and 
outcomes of actions, thus making a valuable contribution to their ongoing process of 
learning about teaching. These aforementioned prerequisites for effective reflection 
suggest several implications for programmes that enhance teachers’ reflection and 
teaching improvement. Programmes for improving teachers’ practice may need to 
facilitate the development of their qualities/characteristics, capacity, and particular 
disposition for reflection. In addition, because effective reflection and professional 
learning require teachers to seek recourse to external sources of information on 
teaching such as students’ and colleagues’ lenses in order to examine their practice, 
forms of feedback collection and collaboration might be needed. 
2.4.2. Academics’ critically reflective lenses 
Reflection can occur as a solitary activity and/or a collaborative activity. A critical 
examination of teaching can be done individually through solitary framing and 
reframing teaching events or, more publicly, by inviting an observer to experience 
them, using another set of lenses (Harrison, 2008). However, Convery (1998) indicated 
that solitary reflective practice did not lead to his self-awareness of inhibiting 
defensive behaviours, so he emphasised the importance of collaboration. Reflection 
and reflective practice can be facilitated through a specific supervisory, coaching or 
critical friend relationship (Convery, 1998). Thus, external sources can mediate 
teachers’ effective reflection by encouraging the questioning of assumptions, thought 
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processes, values, prejudices and habitual actions, and attitudes for understanding of 
practice and finding necessary strategies for improvement. 
In order to gain insight into practice, reflective teachers need a variety of lenses (i.e., 
multiple viewpoints) to effectively reflect on practice. For reflection to be a genuine 
window into the world of practice, it is important that reflection facilitates teachers’ 
questioning their taken-for-granted assumptions and examination of their practice 
through others’ eyes (Bolton, 2010; Brookfield, 1995; Forde, McMahon, McPhee, & 
Patrick, 2006; Loughran, 2002). This means teachers’ reflection should be put under 
scrutiny for maximum effectiveness (Bolton, 2010; Harrison, 2008; Pollard, 2005). As 
aforementioned, the four lenses for academics to examine teaching include 
autobiographies as teachers and learners, students’ eyes, colleagues’ experiences, and 
theoretical literature (Brookfield, 1995), which are associated with the processes of 
self-reflection, student feedback, peer professional conversation, and reading of the 
relevant literature respectively. Examining practice through these lenses can highlight 
distorted aspects of teachers’ assumptions and allows them to enhance their 
understanding and further define assumptions. For examples, teachers may need to 
collect external information about their practice (e.g., student feedback, colleague 
feedback, consultative feedback from experts, etc.) to examine the similarities and 
differences between their and others’ perceptions of their practice. Though the four 
lenses are valuable to teacher reflection, students’ and colleagues’ lenses are viewed 
as external sources of evidence on practice and may generate confrontation that 
triggers reflection. Therefore, they are the focus in this study situated within the 
broader spectrum of evidence-based inquiry into teaching practice and are discussed 
now. 
Students’ eyes: Gaining the understanding of teaching and learning through students’ 
eyes is, for Brookfield, “of utmost importance” to responsive and good teaching (p. 
35). Examining practice through students’ eyes can lead to responsive teaching. 
Gaining a deeper understanding of what students are experiencing helps teachers 
consciously confirm or challenge their pedagogic assumptions and check if students 
understand their intended meaning. Brookfield believed that it is hard for teachers to 
teach well without knowing students’ perspectives on methodological choices; without 
knowing if these work for students, teachers may risk making ill-informed and 
inappropriate methodological choices. One problem with student feedback is their 
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hesitation in offering honest critiques for fear of negative results, so providing 
anonymity can be a good solution (Brookfield, 1995). 
Colleagues’ experiences: For Brookfield, although critical reflection can be a solitary 
activity, “it is ultimately a collective endeavour” (p. 36) (Boud, Cressey, and Docherty 
(2006) also mentioned this idea of a collective approach to reflection in the discussion 
of productive reflection at work). Critical dialogues with colleagues can help teachers 
learn from others’ experience and perspectives. By getting information from 
colleagues’ observations, feedback, or critical dialogues, teachers can examine the 
hidden aspects of their practice. For instance, as their colleagues describe the same 
problem they have faced, teachers are able to check, reframe, and broaden their own 
theories of practice (Brookfield, 1995). These dialogues can create a community of 
learning where colleagues serve as a mirror to reflect on practice and as a source of 
possible pedagogical strategies. 
Students and colleagues’ perspectives appear to be valuable external sources which 
may be necessary for teachers to reflect on teaching in order to improve it. These 
reflective lenses on teaching can lead teachers to pedagogical reasoning whereby they 
reflect upon their own classroom practice as they deliberately scrutinise their actions 
and gain an understanding of teaching and learning. Therefore, programmes that aim 
to enhance teachers’ reflection and reflective practice and positive changes in teaching 
practice may need to consider using students’ and colleagues’ lenses. 
2.5. Student feedback 
Feedback is conceptualised as “information provided by an agent…regarding aspects 
of one’s performance or understanding” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 102). Students’ 
feedback in general refers to their perceptions on the educational service they receive 
such as the teaching and learning process, the learning environment, the support 
facilities, and other external aspects of being a student (Harvey, 2003). Collecting 
student feedback on teaching can be a way of understanding the complexity of the 
learning experience from students whose learning is the objective of a teacher’s 
teaching (Belluigi, 2013). This use of student feedback indicates its role as a lens for 
teachers’ reflection and reflective practice. Students are important stakeholders, and 
considering their feedback is important to any quality process in tertiary education 
(Harvey, 2003). With a view that the key purpose of feedback is to improve teaching 
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performance, this section looks at formative student evaluations of teaching (SETs). It 
is necessary to discuss what SETs are used for, what value they have for academics’ 
reflection and reflective practice, how they are collected, what challenges they face, 
and whether SET can be effective as the only source of information for academics’ 
reflection. 
2.5.1. Purposes of student feedback in tertiary education 
SETs (as a form of collecting student feedback) have been used in many universities 
(Kember, Leung, & Kwan, 2002; Smith, 2008; Yao & Grady, 2005; Yin, Lu, & Wang, 
2014). Three interrelated justifications given for the use of SETs includes their 
contribution to teaching improvement, appraisals, and institutional explicit 
requirements of quality reviews (Harvey, 2003; Kember et al., 2002). The purposes of 
SETs may include: diagnostic feedback facilitating the development and improvement 
of teaching; research data that will bring further improvements to units, courses, 
curriculum and teaching; data used for administrative decision-making; a source of 
information for current and potential students’ choices related to the institution and 
programmes; and as a measure for judging quality of performance tied to external 
funding formulae (Bennett & Nair, 2010; Kember et al., 2002; Marsh & Roche, 1993; 
McKeachie, 1997; Richardson, 2005; Rowley, 2003; Seldin, 1989). SETs can be used 
for summative and formative purposes. It should be noted that although these uses and 
purposes of SETs have been defined in developed countries, they are not well defined 
in countries where SETs are relatively new (Nair & Mertova, 2013).  SETs have been 
accepted as a means of obtaining student feedback on the quality of tertiary teaching 
(Ballantyne, Borthwick, & Packer, 2000; Seldin, 1993). The use of SETs in tertiary 
education environment has been under debate around their perceived value and 
validity (Marsh & Roche, 1997). However, the developing focus on quality, 
accountability, and the promotion of teachers’ reflective practice has boosted the use 
of SETs to evaluate or provide feedback on teacher performance (Moore & Kuol, 
2005). A key purpose of student feedback is to improve teaching performance (Marsh 
& Roche, 1993; Reid, 2010; Seldin, 1989). There are a number of studies employing 
SETs for improving teaching such as Winchester and Winchester (2011), Bullock 
(2003), and Aultman (2006). These show that besides other purposes, SETs can be 
used formatively for academics to reflect on and improve their teaching practice. 
However, SETs that contain only Likert scale questions seem not to contribute much 
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to teachers’ improvement (Smith, 2008). Thus, mid-term formative SETs tend to have 
both Likert scale questions and open-ended questions. For example, the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign employed online student ratings (which was developed 
by teachers who can choose both forced-choice and open-ended items from the 
existing online evaluation item bank) to collect midterm formative feedback besides 
end-of-term summative SETs (Bullock, 2003). Another example is that Aultman 
(2006) designed her mini-SETs with three sections: the first for students to write down 
their questions, the second for their ratings on four different areas, and the third for 
students’ comments on ways she could improve teaching. SETs of this type can be 
beneficial to focus on teachers’ needs. SETs can help teachers to critically examine 
their teaching and focus on areas that need improving. SETs with appropriate design 
for formative purpose can be a lens for teachers’ reflection as discussed in the 
following section. 
2.5.2. Formative SETs triggering  reflection 
Previous studies have shown that formative SETs are one possible source of 
information that can be used to promote reflection (Beaty, as cited in Winchester & 
Winchester, 2011). Ramsden (2003) also emphasised the formative purpose of SETs: 
Evaluation is a way of understanding the effects of our teaching on students’ 
learning. It implies collecting information about our work, interpreting the 
information and making judgments about which actions we should take to 
improve practice. (p. 209) 
Formative SETs are used for academics’ teaching improvement and personal 
development.  These SETs focus on academics’ desired goals and the needs of the 
institution (Winchester & Winchester, 2011). Formative SETs can allow academics 
certain autonomy to reflect on particular aspects of practice, thus promoting their 
intrinsic motivation to further investigate their teaching. When academics are 
motivated to improve practice, they are likely to use SETs for improving teaching (Yao 
& Grady, 2005) because students, as “the ultimate raison d’être” for academics and 
their teaching, are the first and most essential source of feedback (Kelchtermans, 2009, 
p. 262). Early-term student feedback makes teachers aware of students’ perceptions 
and reflect on their teaching (Penny, 2004). 
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2.5.3. Conditions for effective SETs and collecting TT-SET 
Student feedback can be obtained in a number of ways, for example through 
questionnaires, informal or formal conversations, quantitative inventories or formal 
qualitative sessions, or meetings of representative or consultative staff-student 
committees (Harvey, 2003; Richardson, 2005). The most common method of 
collecting student feedback is the use of questionnaires. Student feedback 
questionnaires administered centrally by institutions are regarded as standard student 
evaluations of teaching which “can provide a broad picture of students’ experiences of 
learning and therefore inform teachers about the effectiveness and quality of both 
teaching and learning” (Stein et al., 2012, p. 2). Student questionnaires are normally 
multidimensional. The dimensions may include items indicating: personal attributes, 
knowledge, and preparation; content of teaching; student-teacher interactions; and 
teaching aids. These areas for feedback are shown, for example, in the Students’ 
Evaluations of Educational Quality (Marsh, 1982, 1987) and in Student Feedback on 
Teaching developed by the Centre for Academic Development, Victoria University of 
Wellington. The SETs from Victoria University includes both Likert scale and open-
ended questions. 
As aforementioned, SETs delivered with a particular strategy can be used for formative 
purposes (i.e., to improve teaching). The following are several features of such 
formative SETs. First of all, it should provide rich formative information (i.e., 
students’ answers to open-ended questions) for teachers to deepen understanding 
students’ perception of their teaching rather than just ratings from Likert scale 
questionnaires. Teachers may use SETs to inform changes if they are informative 
(Penny, 2004), provide new information, encourage the teacher to improve, and 
facilitate the use of alternative effective methods of teaching (McKeachie, 1979).  
In addition, if teachers have their voice in developing SET questionnaires or some 
autonomy to collect student feedback on targeted teaching aspects (i.e., to focus on 
their needs), they may make changes to improve practice. Teachers appreciate 
feedback when they value the data as cues for decision-making and accept that 
necessary changes may be made even though these may go against their existing values 
and beliefs (Burden, 2010). If teachers do not have their voice in the evaluation 
process, the role of SETs may be devalued (Stronge & Tucker, 1999). When teachers 
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design their own ratings form for desired information, rather than use standardised 
tools, they may gain a better understanding of teaching areas that need improving 
(Rotem & Glasman, 1979). Feedback targeted to specific teaching problems may bring 
about improvement (Marsh & Roche, 1993). As in Bullock’s (2003) study, teachers 
developed their own SETs by choosing both forced-choice and open-ended items from 
an existing inventory. This kind of formative SETs may be named teacher-tailored 
SETs (TT-SETs). Thus, TT-SETs may allow teachers to collect the information they 
need, bringing them certain autonomy in making decisions on their practice. However, 
my experience with my TT-SET suggests that through self-designing SET, teachers 
might miss key areas which need feedback. To overcome this challenge, I believe that 
this kind of TT-SET may need two sections: a compulsory section including items that 
give an overview feedback on teaching and an optional section including items that 
teachers can choose for their needs. Teachers may need to be provided with a repertoire 
of feedback items from well-established standardised SETs and guides on choosing 
items for their TT-SETs from it. The implication for this study is that both general 
standardised items and teachers’ self-tailored items would be useful. 
Besides the focus on teachers’ needs, timing for TT-SET is important for promoting 
its formative role. The significant impact of the timing of feedback on the improvement 
of teaching has stimulated debate. Marsh and Roche (1993) drew from their study that 
end-of-term SETs have stronger effects than those of mid-term feedback. However, 
they admitted that the generalisability of their conclusion needs further research 
because of the distortion of irrelevant items such as assignments and examinations in 
the standardised SET that made the mid-term feedback less appropriate. On the 
contrary, other researchers such as Penny (2004) and Ramsden (2003) valued early-
term or mid-term formative SETs because they facilitate teachers’ reflection on current 
practice and can be used as cues for upcoming changes during the rest of the course. 
Early-term SETs not only make teachers aware of student perspectives but also offer 
them a chance to reflect on teaching, and recognise the differences between their and 
students’ experience of teaching (Narasimhan, 2001; Penny, 2004). SETs need to be 
collected earlier in the course (e.g., four to six weeks after the start of the course) to 
allow for teachers’ refinement of teaching aspects that need changing (Hofman & 
Kremer, 1983; Seldin, 1989). End-of-term SETs are not useful for the modification of 
the teaching approach to benefit current students (Belluigi, 2013; Narasimhan, 2001). 
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In a study on student perception of SETs, Brown (2008) found that 88.75 percent of 
student participants believed that mid-term SETs would improve both academics’ and 
students’ performance and attitudes towards the class. Ramsden (2003) emphasised: 
“Evaluation at the end of a course, cannot replace evaluation during it” (p. 225). Early-
term SETs may be an appropriate means to inform teaching and facilitate teaching 
improvement. 
In summary, there are several features (also conditions) SETs may have so that they 
can be a lens for teachers’ reflection to improve teaching. SETs need to provide 
teachers with rich information on teaching, focus on teachers’ needs (i.e., allow them 
to choose feedback items for their needs), and should be collected early in the course. 
This implies that, the so-called TT-SETs need to have open-ended questions in 
addition to Likert-scaled questions that come from a repertoire of well-established SET 
items. Also, if collected early in the course, TT-SETs may provide early information 
on practice so that academics can make timely adjustment to their teaching through 
reflection. In other words, early-term formative TT-SETs appear to be a promising 
lens for teachers’ reflection and action to improve practice. 
2.5.4. Challenges to the use of formative SET 
2.5.4.1. Impact of cultural context 
SETs have been used to evaluate academic quality of teaching in many countries from 
West to East. For many years, many countries, including the UK, the USA and 
Australia, have developed instruments for the evaluation of academic quality in tertiary 
education institutions (Lee, Huang, & Zhong, 2012). SETs have been of major interest 
in the tertiary education sector in China (Yin et al., 2014) and have become an 
emerging phenomenon in Vietnamese tertiary education institutions (Dung & Mcinnis, 
2002). The use of SETs may be influenced by cultural factors in both China and 
Vietnam, which have Confucian heritage culture where teachers have a special status. 
In China’s case, as Hu (2002) indicated, traditional Chinese education emphasises the 
maintenance of a hierarchical but harmonious teacher-student relationships where 
students are supposed “to respect and not to challenge their teachers” (p. 98).  
Both Chinese and Vietnamese teachers share Confucian ideology, suggesting that the 
use of SETs in Vietnamese tertiary education institutions may face similar cultural 
40 
 
factors. In Vietnam, the traditional image of academics is depicted as an honourable 
and respectful identity with high intellectual and moral values and who establish 
formal and hierarchical relationships with students (Dung & Mcinnis, 2002). The 
aforementioned Confucian ideology whereby academics are regarded as noble and 
their competence is not to be questioned may impact on the academic-student 
relationship. Academics do not tend to regard students as mature individuals who have 
independent thoughts, sound perspectives, and ability to evaluate their teachers, or of 
equal status to their teachers; therefore, they may think that students cannot evaluate 
them (Dung & Mcinnis, 2002). If SETs are used for summative purposes, they may 
make academics vulnerable to criticism (Dung & Mcinnis, 2002), which may result in 
their resistance. Students giving feedback on teaching may challenge this formal value 
perceived by academics. For example, Hao (2013) found that academics “feel a bit 
harmed regarding student feedback results” although they welcomed SETs for 
improving practice (p. 104). Academics’ privileged noble status may represent a 
cultural obstacle to the implementation of SETs because of teachers’ perception of 
their status to students and of SET reliability. This study uses TT-SETs for formative 
purpose. However, investigation into the use of TT-SETs in the Vietnamese context is 
needed to determine whether it is impacted by the cultural issues outlined. 
2.5.4.2. Academics’ perception of student feedback 
Although reliability and validity are not the focus of this study, the debates over the 
reliability and validity of SETs may challenge academics’ willingness to take SETs 
seriously and act on student feedback. Academics’ perceptions of student feedback or 
beliefs about its reliability and validity affect how they use SETs for teaching 
improvement (Stein et al., 2012). There have been many debates about these aspects. 
Although many studies have claimed that SETs are reliable and valid (Barth, 2008; 
Moore, 2006; Murray, 1997; Wachtel, 1998), other studies have indicated that students 
may be biased or distorted in their feedback responses by many factors. For example, 
as grading leniency and class size influenced students’ responses, the same teacher 
received more positive evaluations when assigning good grades or teaching smaller 
classes (Greenwald & Gillmore, 1997; McPherson & Kennedy, 2006; Moore, 2006). 
Teachers’ appearance can also bias students’ responses: attractive teachers received 
higher student evaluations than their less attractive colleagues (Riniolo, Johnson, 
Sherman, & Misso, 2006). Another issue making students’ evaluation questionable 
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(Burden, 2010) is that students are not skilled assessors due to their lack of experience, 
knowledge and perspective (Arthur, 2009; Douglas & Douglas, 2006; Dung & 
Mcinnis, 2002; Richardson, 2005; Rotem & Glasman, 1979; Wachtel, 1998). With 
such doubt of SET reliability and validity, academics may dismiss student feedback as 
a source of information for their reflection.  
Other academics found problems lay in tension between their view about teaching and 
that of students (Yao & Grady, 2005); thus, the academics would have thought that 
student feedback was distorted. As Yao and Grady exemplified:  
As one participant pointed out, students may not necessarily know what was best 
for them. Even though the feedback truly reflected their thinking of teaching, it 
could be flawed or misinformed. (p. 123) 
If perceived in this way, academics may make limited use of SET for their reflection. 
For example, the findings from Stein et al. (2012) and Yao and Grady (2005) that 
academics who were suspicious of SET did not use it or used it in a limited way.  
Academics may question the necessity and usefulness of SETs. Not every academic is 
convinced of their desirability and utility (Spooren & Mortelmans, 2006). In studies 
such as Spencer and Flyr, 1992 and Beran, Violato, Kline, and Frideres, 2005), many 
academics did not use SETs to improve teaching although they regarded SETs as 
useful. This may raise a possibility of using SETs in conjunction with a supportive 
mechanism. Yao and Grady (2005) found that academics’ use of SETs for teaching 
improvement was impacted by external factors such as support from administrators, 
colleagues, and the organisation, and by internal factors such as academics’ tenure 
status and teaching experience, their perceptions of teaching and student feedback, and 
their general attitude toward the teaching profession. In addition, as Belluigi (2013) 
cited from Rhodes University’s guides for evaluation of teaching, student feedback – 
an angle from which the academic is judging his/her teaching practice – should be 
triangulated with other viewpoints of teaching from sources such as peer feedback, 
research, theory, and self-evaluation. These examples suggest that there are a variety 
of factors influencing academics’ use SETs, so supportive mechanisms may be needed, 
and that if used formatively, SETs may need to be complemented with other sources.  
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2.5.5. SET as a complementary source used with consultation 
SETs are more helpful if teachers discuss them with a consultant or a peer (McKeachie, 
1997). There is ample evidence that SETs used in conjunction with forms of 
consultation can be effective for teaching improvement (Brinko, 1993; Dresel & 
Rindermann, 2011; Lang & Kersting, 2007; Marsh & Roche, 1993; Marsh & Roche, 
1997; Penny & Coe, 2004; Rindermann et al., 2007). It is suggested that negative 
feedback without consultative support and training appears insufficient to encourage 
improvement (McKeachie, 1997) because teachers may not know how to make 
changes (Narasimhan, 2001) or may make little attempt to use feedback information 
(Richardson, 2005). Mere SETs without consultation which offers opportunities for 
reflection on teaching and examples on how to improve it do not bring about notable 
improvement (Rindermann, Kohler, & Meisenberg, 2007). It implies that a form of 
consultation may promote reflection and provide new teaching ideas.  
Peer observation of teaching (POT) appears to be a relevant form of peer support to 
complement SETs. It is suggested that the consultative process may involve different 
augmented activities such as workshops, seminars, and class observation, video-
recording, and so on (Penny & Coe, 2004). Classroom observation is an important part 
in the process because it identifies teaching behaviours as being debriefed in the 
consultation session (Penny & Coe, 2004). Teachers’ use of formative SETs operated 
in a complex system whereby support from colleagues is among external variables that 
influence teaching improvement (Yao & Grady, 2005). Colleagues can provide a 
critical lens for teachers’ reflection through collaboration and collegial support 
(Bolton, 2010; Boud & Walker, 1998; Colton & Sparks-Langer, 1993; Convery, 1998; 
Pollard, 2005). An honest self-evaluation with associated peers is one of the typical 
characteristics of an effective promoter of reflection (Boud & Walker, 1998). Peer 
observation has been recommended as a form of collaboration and collegial support 
for teachers’ reflection (Cosh, 1998). In addition, problems relating to student 
feedback can be moderated through the support of a trusted and thoughtful colleague 
who conducts observation and shares his/her perspective (Moore, Walsh, & Risquez, 
2007). Academics’ reflection and reflective practice can be nurtured in collegial 
environments where trusting relationships facilitate reflective dialogues and promote 
thoughtful practice (Bolton, 2010; Colton & Sparks-Langer, 1993).  
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Also, colleagues may offer necessary confrontation and appreciation though 
collaboration which is supportive of their reflection. Convery (1998) argued that for 
reflection to occur, it is necessary for teachers to “believe they have the support of 
others who will sufficiently respect the integrity of their enquiry to enable awkward 
and uncomfortable self-revelations to be identified” (p. 203). This means the 
collaboration with peers can provide the sensitive balance between challenge and 
support. Moreover, academics can be well-informed with colleagues’ perspectives 
because there are substantive aspects of teaching which can be only judged by them 
(Hutchings, 1996). This means that academics can triangulate information on their 
practice from both students and peers to appropriately inform future practice. Thus, 
peer observation of teaching as part of consultation appears to be relevant when 
coupled with SETs for academics to improve teaching.  
The use of formative SETs augmented with POT aligns with the assumption that 
examining practice from a variety of viewpoints can facilitate effective reflection and 
subsequent changes. As argued, feedback gathered from many sources and from the 
self can be effective because it can stimulate “cognitive dissonance created by 
discrepancies between feedback recipients’ self-ratings and feedback sources’ 
assessments” (Brinko, 1993, p. 577). This can lead to changes in behaviour (Brinko, 
1993; McLeod, 2014). In summary, in order for academics to engage in reflection and 
reflective practice, the use of formative student feedback should be augmented with 
opportunities for consultation and discussion that can be promoted through peer 
observation of teaching. 
2.6. Peer observation of teaching (POT) 
Besides purposes of observation for training and research, teaching observation is a 
common practice that basically serves as an evaluative process for personnel decisions 
or as a formative process for professional development. The evaluative teaching 
observation might cause teachers negative feelings such as stress, nervousness, or 
anxiety which might affect their practice negatively because the observer is a 
supervisor or some authority (Day, 2013). In contrast, teaching observation for 
professional development is implemented by trusted colleagues or peers (Day, 2013; 
Malderez, 2003). There are several models of POT, but a model that focuses on 
teachers’ reflection is relevant for personal growth and development (Day, 2013). 
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Thus, with an aim to improve teaching, a reflective component is a key for the success 
of POT. As Cosh (1999) emphasised, “In a reflective context, peer observation is not 
carried out in order to judge the teaching of others, but to encourage self-reflection and 
self-awareness about our own teaching” (p. 25). Through sharing teaching perspectives 
with colleagues, teachers can develop their pedagogical reasoning (Malderez, 2003). 
2.6.1. Definition and purposes of POT 
In order to examine a relevant POT model for this study, it is necessary to examine its 
purposes, alternative models, and the meaning of POT used in this study. POT has 
been used for two distinct purposes: “as a developmental means of enhancing the 
quality of teaching and as a means of evaluating the quality of teaching” (Kemp & 
Gosling, 2012). In other words, in addition to its use for an administrative need for 
achieving standard-based professional teaching, POT is employed to improve the 
quality of teaching (Hatzipanagos & Lygo-Baker, 2006b).  
POT can be implemented in three distinct models: the ‘management/evaluation 
model’, the ‘development model,’ and the ‘peer review model/collaborative model’ 
(Gosling, 2002, 2014). First of all, the ‘evaluation’ model, associated with a 
judgmental nature and linked to teachers’ appraisal, serves a primarily administrative 
purpose and involves senior administrative or academic staff who observe other staff 
for monitoring teaching quality to meet institutional standards and promote best 
practice. This model benefits the institution. POT for professional development can 
employ either the development model or the peer review model. These two models are 
non-judgemental and formative in nature. The ‘development’ model involves 
educational developers/experts observing practitioners (Atkinson & Bolt, 2010; 
Hatzipanagos & Lygo-Baker, 2006a), or expert teachers observing others in the 
department (i.e., a more experienced colleague working with a less experienced 
teacher to develop their practice) and benefits the observed (Bell & Cooper, 2011). 
POT of this type is similar to peer coaching or peer mentoring (Gosling, 2009). Lastly, 
the peer review/collaborative model involves academic peers observing each other’s 
teaching (i.e., reciprocal teaching observations). It aims to engage teachers in 
discussion about teaching and self and mutual reflection in order to improve practice. 
This model offers mutual benefits between peers. It is closest in meaning to the 
definition of POT described by Bell (2005) or Bennett and Barp (2008) as follow. 
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Bell (2005) defined POT as: 
…collaborative, developmental activity in which professionals offer mutual 
support by observing each other teach; explaining and discussing what was 
observed; sharing ideas about teaching; gathering student feedback on teaching 
effectiveness; reflecting on understandings, feelings, actions and feedback and 
trying out new ideas. (p. 3) 
This is a collaborative activity carried out by peer colleagues for mutual benefits of 
both the observer and the observed in learning about teaching (Schuck, 2011). POT 
also refers to reciprocal teaching observations that facilitate reflection and discussion 
to gain insight into the learning and teaching process and environment, with a long-
term aim of improving students’ learning (Bennett & Barp, 2008). Martin and Double 
(1998) listed the detailed aims of a peer observation experience as follows:  
 To extend and enhance an understanding of personal approaches to 
curriculum delivery;  
 To develop and refine curriculum planning skills in collaboration with a 
colleague; 
 To enhance and extend teaching techniques and styles of presentation through 
collaborative practice; 
 To engage in and refine interpersonal skills through the exchange of insights 
relating to the review of a specific teaching performance;  
 To identify areas of subject understanding and teaching activity which have 
particular merit or are in need of further development;  
 To develop personal skills of evaluation and self-appraisal. (p. 162) 
It should be noted that POT is regarded as a strategy for peer review of teaching, which 
is a comprehensive system of teaching review that involves gaining insight into 
teaching from a teacher’s course or curriculum design, research into classroom 
practice, teaching materials, and teaching philosophy statement (Chism, 2007; Iqbal, 
2013; McMahon, Barrett, & O’Neill, 2007). POT has become more a process for 
professional development than a mechanism for performance management (Peel, 
2005). This distinction is important for elaborating the meaning of POT for this study. 
POT in this study will be used as a developmental means because it can provide 
academics with a colleague’s lens for their reflection in order to improve practice. As 
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Cairns, Bissell, and Bovill (2013) stated, “Its underlying rationale is to encourage 
professional development in teaching and learning through critical reflection, by both 
the observer and the observed” (p. 573). Therefore, to serve the purpose of this study 
it is necessary to make explicit the meaning of POT used in this thesis: it denotes a 
collaborative process whereby academics participate in reciprocal observations 
of their peer’s teaching for purposes of examining teaching practice and learning 
in the classroom context, and where observations and teaching dialogue lead to 
reflection with the aim of improving practice. 
2.6.2. Structured POT procedure for reflection 
The consecutive steps in POT can be a systematic way for reflection. Many researchers 
such as Cosh (1998, 1999), Hammersley-Fletcher and Orsmond (2004), and Bell, 
Mladenovic, and Segara (2010) have been advocates of POT as part of a reflective 
approach to improve teaching. Reflection is an essential part of the POT cycle (Bell, 
2001). Conscious and systematic reflection which involves both reflecting on their 
teaching experiences and setting goals and planning for changes (Richards, 2011). 
Although there have been variations in the use of POT, the POT process for reflection 
and learning generally includes a pre-observation meeting, a classroom observation, 
and a post-observation meeting (Martin & Double, 1998; Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 
2008).  
Pre-observation meeting 
The pre-observation meeting allows the observed to inform the observer about the 
specific nature of the event (e.g., background, content, and purpose of the specific 
lesson, learning intentions, and teaching strategies) and issues about which the 
observed teacher particularly invites feedback (Martin & Double, 1998; Pressick-
Kilborn & te Riele, 2008). This means pre-observation planning allows teachers to 
target aspects for feedback. Other issues are also discussed at this stage such as how 
teaching will be documented, ownership, confidentiality, and the expressing of 
opinions (Martin & Double, 1998). 
The observation 
The observation might occur in such a way that it does not affect the observed teacher’s 
usual level of performance, for collaborative developmental experience without 
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criticism (Martin & Double, 1998; Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008). A systematic 
approach to taking notes focuses on issues raised (Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008). 
This step may also provide vicarious experience because teachers can obtain new 
teaching ideas from observing their peer (Bell & Mladenovic, 2008; Finn, Chiappa, 
Puig, & Hunt, 2011; Hendry, Bell, & Thomson, 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 2012). This 
aspect POT is also supported by Bandura’s (1977b) social learning theory. According 
to Bandura (1977b), one can learn from others through modelling, observation, and 
imitation. One’s learning is ignited through observing others’ behaviours and their 
outcomes.  Bandura (1977b) stated:  
Learning would be exceedingly laborious, not to mention hazardous, if people 
had to rely solely on the effects of their own actions to inform them what to do. 
Fortunately, most human behaviour is learned observationally through 
modelling: from observing others one forms an idea of how new behaviours are 
performed, and on later occasions this coded information serves as a guide for 
action. (p. 22) 
The concept of observational learning in the broader social cognitive theory by 
Bandura (1977a, 1986, 1997) can be used to interpret the impact of POT on academics’ 
learning about teaching. Observational learning about teaching through POT may 
facilitate reflection on practice, which then may trigger changes to practice. 
The post-observation meeting 
The feedback meeting/post-observation discussion might occur immediately after the 
lesson (Martin & Double, 1998; Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008). According to 
Martin and Double (1998), this debriefing requires the observer to be well prepared 
with their honest and constructive feedback. The participants remind themselves of the 
targeted learning of the observed session and collaborative reflection to see which 
aspects of the teaching went well and which ones were less successful. Then, reflective 
questions may be asked by the observer without imposing their own interpretation of 
the event, to facilitate discussion on the necessary steps for improvement. Debriefing 
facilitates the sharing of tacit knowledge which is made explicit through observation 
(Atkinson & Bolt, 2010; Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014). This step appears to facilitate 
purposeful critical constructive dialogues. 
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An alternative practice may include a fourth stage whereby the observer may write 
about the observed’s strength and aspects that need improving, and the observed may 
write his/her summary record of the observation, including main points of the teaching 
dialogue, and responses to the observer’s record, and developmental plan for action 
(Fullerton, 2003). This step may contribute to academics’ systematic reflection. 
POT can support teachers through this process, facilitating interactions between 
teachers in the pre-and-post observation meetings (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 
2005), with discussion on targeted areas of teaching (Hatzipanagos & Lygo-Baker, 
2006b), high-quality feedback (Fullerton, 1993; Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 
2004), and reflection (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005). 
The procedure described above appears relevant to meet the aim of the collaborative 
POT defined and targeted in this study. In general, the POT process includes pre-
observing, while-observing, and post-observing activities. These steps are themselves 
structured and together form a systematic procedure of POT. It is suggested that the 
collegial support, together with the non-judgmental atmosphere created through the 
structured POT process, may stimulate teachers’ reflection on practice. 
2.6.3. Effectiveness of formative POT 
As presented in section 2.6.1, the ‘developmental’ and ‘collaborative’ models of POT 
can be used for formative purposes and may enhance reflection for teaching 
improvement. Although many studies face the problem of generalisability of POT 
effectiveness, its benefits have been clearly documented and are discussed in the 
following sections. POT has been seen as a process that enhances academics’ 
reflection and reflective practice, professional learning about teaching, changes and 
aspirations, confidence and self-efficacy, and collegiality. 
2.6.3.1. Enhancing reflection and learning 
The collaborative POT has been viewed as a process that promotes reflection and 
provides insights into practice. These insights may contribute to the professional 
learning of both the observer and the observed. 
Enhancing reflection 
Purposeful observation and interaction with colleagues can lead teachers to self-reflect 
more frequently and explicitly. Though there are variations in the application of 
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collaborative POT to improve teaching practice, POT has been regarded as a process 
that promotes academics’ reflection and reflective practice (Barnard et al., 2011; 
Cairns et al., 2013; Cosh, 1999; Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005; Peel, 2005). 
This is achieved by getting them to join in a structured cycle of pre-observation 
meeting, observing, and post-observation meeting (Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008). 
For example, the thought of getting their practice professionally observed makes 
teachers think about their current practice and if it could be improved (Cairns et al., 
2013). The debriefing session can facilitate academics’ sharing of tacit knowledge 
made explicit though observation (Atkinson & Bolt, 2010). In addition, POT can 
provide formative information on practice, such as “fresh orientation on teaching, on 
student reaction and engagement, on subject delivery and on all sorts of subtle 
dimensions of teaching that teachers might be otherwise unaware of” (Moore et al., 
2007, p. 17). In addition to promoting teachers’ awareness of their practice, POT 
assists teachers to develop their ability for observation and critical reflection on the 
dynamics and changing setting of learning (Peel, 2005). 
A number of examples on the use of collaborative POT can be found such as Pressick-
Kilborn & te Riele, 2008; Bell and Mladenovic, 2008; Cairns et al., 2013; Barnard et 
al., 2011; and Donnelly, 2007. Pressick-Kilborn and te Riele (2008) carried out 
collaborative POT at the University of Technology, Sydney, Australia to develop their 
teaching practice. They observed one lesson each semester over two years. Their 
collaborative journal and discussion were documented through observation notes and 
emails which were used in a three-stage process involving pre-observation planning, 
the observation itself, and post-observation discussion. They reported that active 
engagement in reciprocal POT provided prompts for articulation of reasoning and 
ongoing reflection. 
Bell and Mladenovic (2008) used collaborative POT as a strategy for a tutor 
development programme in conjunction with an academic developer at the Faculty of 
Economics and Business at the University of Sydney to help tutors improve practice. 
The programme included three development sessions per semester with POT and a 
self-reflective exercise. Tutors completed a peer observation proforma which was 
based on student feedback. The rationale to use this form was to encourage them to 
think about what students expect and could be potentially used to compare the peer 
feedback with student feedback. Other data came from the development session, an 
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end-of-session survey, an end-of-semester survey, and a focus group. The findings 
indicate that tutors obtained new teaching ideas by watching their peer and reflecting 
on their own teaching, and were willing to change, or became aware of it. 
Another example on collaborative POT was carried by Cairns et al. (2013) to examine 
a POT scheme for tutors within the Department of Paediatric Dentistry at Glasgow 
Dental School, the United Kingdom. Random pairing form dyads of peers. The tutors 
were randomly paired with a peer, who then observed and gave constructive feedback 
on their teaching. POT engaged tutors in reflection and development of their teaching 
practice through observations and scholarly discussion. These examples illustrate that 
POT can be effective for promoting academics’ reflection. 
POT may stimulate academics to address the question of what (content reflection) and 
how (process reflection), and why (premise reflection). POT may provoke academics’ 
critical thinking about what aspects of their practice should be promoted and/or 
changed. In addition to content reflection, POT can facilitate reflection on the process. 
It allows teachers to discuss and seek valuable feedback on teaching methods and 
techniques with trusted colleagues (Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014).  
Premise reflection can be enhanced through POT. For example, Donnelly’s (2007) 
study documents a peer partnership programme that was designed to encourage 
teachers’ critical reflection and enhance their deeper understanding of teaching and 
learning within a supportive professional environment. This POT programme was 
carried out at Dublin Institute of Technology, in the Republic of Ireland to explore 
participants’ perception of the impact of collaborative POT scheme offered to develop 
academic staffs’ and faculty members’ competencies. Data were collected from 
evaluation forms, interviews, and documents such as teaching portfolios and pre- and 
post-observation meeting notes. Academics over a five-year programme were seen to 
engage in purposeful critical reflection on classroom practice. Findings from 
Donnelly’s study indicated instances where participants compared their teaching 
quality against experiences and knowledge of relevant educational theory. Participants 
went further than the how and addressed the why of teaching, as evidenced in one 
participant’s quote: “in writing reflectively about the experience you were 
subconsciously trying to figure out why you would do this and whether you were doing 
it better” (Donnelly, 2007, p. 124). 
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Personal learning 
Reflection promoted through POT can bring about new understandings which 
contribute to academics’ professional learning. POT can be regarded as a self-
development opportunity and a learning experience for both observer and observed; it 
provides teachers with new insights into their own teaching (Carroll & O’Loughlin, 
2014; Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008; Sullivan et al., 2012). Learning that occurs 
in POT is often attributed to the observed teacher after he/she receives the observer’s 
feedback and engages in reflection (Cosh, 1999; Gosling, 2002; Hammersley-Fletcher 
& Orsmond, 2004; Yiend, Weller, & Kinchin, 2014). However, the observer can learn 
as well by adopting the observed peer’s practices (Bell & Mladenovic, 2008; Hendry 
& Oliver, 2012) or thinking about solutions for problems emerging in the peer’s 
classroom and referring to their own context (Tenenberg, 2016). Teachers can learn 
new teaching practices and develop motivation and confidence to use these strategies 
in their practice (Hendry et al., 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 2012). For example, Pressick-
Kilborn and te Riele (2008) reported that POT brought them fresh insights into 
pedagogy, curriculum, their students, and themselves as teachers and learners, which 
contributed to their professional learning. Participants in the study by Hendry et al. 
(2013) observed their colleagues’ teaching situation by watching students’ reaction 
and level of engagement, made judgments on which strategies worked and were worth 
trying, and found out new strategies for promoting student interactions to enhance their 
engagement with curriculum material. These examples appear to illustrate single-loop 
learning described by Argyris and Schön (1974). Moreover, as previously mentioned, 
participants in Donnelly’s (2007) study engaged in premise reflection, which led them 
to deeper learning or transformative learning. This is an instance of ‘double-loop’ 
learning (Argyris & Schön, 1974) or ‘theory building’ (Korthagen & Lagerwerf, 
2001). Reflection stimulated through POT may lead to academics’ new 
comprehensions that contribute to their learning. 
In summary, POT has been used for a developmental purpose and has been regarded 
as a process that encourages academics’ reflection on practice and even reflective 
ability. It is a structured process and provides formative information that may stimulate 
the articulation of reasoning and reflection on content, process, and premise. These 
outcomes may result in academics’ new comprehensions that contribute to academics’ 
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professional learning. The peer collaboration with respect and trust may contribute to 
academics’ willingness to learn from a peer. 
2.6.3.2. Increasing perceived changes in current practice and 
aspirations for future changes 
Engaging in POT will likely lead to academics’ changes to current practice. Pressick-
Kilborn and te Riele (2008) engaging in their own collaborative POTs assert that these 
observations have provided a catalyst for change by giving them fresh understanding 
of their practices. POT has the capacity to bring a positive change to teachers’ teaching 
practice, helping them refine teaching skills or try new ideas (A. Bell & Mladenovic, 
2008, 2015; M. Bell & Cooper, 2013; Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005; 
Hendry & Oliver, 2012; Potter et al., 2011; Shortland, 2010). For example, Bell and 
Mladenovic (2008) reported changes tutors made after observing each other’s tutorials 
and giving feedback: “The most commonly reported change was encouraging more 
student interaction (eight tutors). Other changes included reflecting more on their 
teaching, being more enthusiastic and using visual aids” (p. 745). In reference to Bell’s 
(2001) categorisation of changes (i.e., “technical”, “pedagogical” and “critical” (p. 
33)), Donnelly (2007) also found that his participants made technical changes (e.g., 
the use of audio-visual media in the classroom) and more profound pedagogical 
changes (e.g., developing students’ critical thinking, communication, and 
collaboration skills; strategies for motivating students in class; and content sequence 
cohesion). For instance, one participant said: “I received a lot of very valuable 
feedback on how I delivered my lectures, particular on my use of video and audio clips, 
which I was able to put into use straight away” (Donnelly, 2007, p. 126). This piece of 
evidence implies that the academic engaged in process reflection and learnt how to 
solve the teaching problem. This also means that the academic learnt from the peer’s 
suggestion and incorporated it into his/her own practice. Critical changes, such as 
adopting reflective practice as a strategy for ongoing professional improvement, were 
also perceived (Bell, 2001). Peel (2005) stated: “my experience of POT heightened my 
alertness, and stimulated my sensory perceptions of my own physical presence in the 
classroom, and the human value of the teacher as the principal ‘teaching aid’” (p. 495). 
POT can further lead to a transformative change in academics’ educational 
perspectives (Bell, 2005). 
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However, not all learning can immediately be transformed into practice. Arguably, 
POT is not a one-off activity and may not bring about immediate change because 
development is an ongoing process of observing, reflecting, and learning (Donnelly, 
2007; Engin & Priest, 2014; Shortland, 2004, 2010). Changes may be small but 
accrued over time through POT. Observing colleagues teach and questioning their own 
assumptions about teaching make “a mindful teacher” (p. 7) as stated by a participant 
in Engin and Priest’s (2014) study. 
Engaging in POT will also likely stimulate academics’ aspiration for future changes. 
Pressick-Kilborn and te Riele (2008) through reciprocal POT reported that “we also 
highlighted some of the broader changes that we intended to make as a result of our 
post-observation conversations” (p. 72). Bell and Mladenovic (2008) reported that 28 
tutors (88%) said that they would change their teaching as a result of POT. They were 
not sure whether their findings represented significant, lasting transformation of tutors’ 
educational perspectives but indicated their willingness to change or to start thinking 
about it. These findings mean POT can promote willingness and readiness to change 
(Wlodarsky, 2005), or awareness of it (Bell & Mladenovic, 2008). These examples 
suggest that as a result of POT teachers may start setting aspirations for changes to 
future practice.  
2.6.3.3. Enhancing confidence and self-efficacy 
Another outcome that POT could bring is enhanced confidence and self-efficacy. First, 
POT can help build academics’ confidence (Barnard et al., 2011; Bell & Cooper, 2013; 
Cairns et al., 2013; Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014; Donnelly, 2007; Pressick-Kilborn & 
te Riele, 2008). That teachers are encouraged to share understandings of practice and 
offer each other support through POT can enhance their affirmation of practice and 
aspiration for further exploration of their practice (Donnelly, 2007; Harper & 
Nicolson, 2013). For example, Donnelly’s participant said: “it was honestly great to 
be observed and to observe others; it gave me assurance that I can teach”, and another 
said: “I felt more confident that I had been working along the right lines” (p. 125). It 
is argued that if academics feel competent and find their changes meaningful, they will 
sustain what they do (Paulsen & Feldman, 1995). Thus, the development of confidence 
appears a positive outcome of POT which may be meaningful to teachers’ practice. 
54 
 
Further, research findings showed that the reciprocal POT had positive impacts on 
academics’ self-efficacy, beliefs about their capacity to use a new strategy (Donnelly, 
2007; Hendry & Oliver, 2012). For example, a participant in Hendry’s and Oliver’s 
study thought that “it also gives you good ideas … you start thinking ‘I could do this’” 
(p. 4). This result is most likely because POT appears to trigger three among four types 
of experiences that may contribute to the enhancement of self-efficacy: vicarious 
experiences, mastery experiences, and verbal persuasion (Bandura, 1977a, 1997). 
Through vicarious experience, observers’ self-efficacy is sometimes enhanced. This 
means seeing a colleague use teaching strategies successfully helps enhance teachers’ 
self-efficacy (Hendry & Oliver, 2012), as a participant said: “it gave me a particular 
impetus to try it, having seen it working” (p. 4). Watching a peer teach can also lead 
to teachers’ affirmation of current teaching practice, reassurance that their teaching is 
similar to that of their peer (Harper & Nicolson, 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 2012) because 
“their colleague did things they already did” (Hendry & Oliver, 2012, p. 5). In this 
observational learning, the academics could observe teaching approaches being used 
successfully and perceived they could also perform them successfully. 
In addition, mastery experience through POT may also contribute to the enhancement 
of self-efficacy. Applying successfully new strategies they learn from their colleague 
can promote teachers’ self-efficacy (Hendry et al., 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 2012). For 
example, Hendry’s and Oliver’s participant said: “And I found that later on I started 
doing that [i.e., using examples] in my classes and the students reacted positively 
towards that… they were like, ‘Yeah, that makes sense now’” (p. 4). It suggests that 
observing the peer’s successful performance stimulated the teacher to try new 
strategies, and when he/she yielded similar success, it may have led to the 
enhancement of the teacher’s belief in what he/she is capable of. 
Verbal persuasion in professional conversations may enhance self-efficacy. Some 
academics learnt new strategies from the peer observer’s suggestions in the post-
observation discussion (Donnelly, 2007; Harper & Nicolson, 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 
2012). Hendry’s and Oliver’s participant commented that “the feedback they received 
was useful because it was affirming – ‘you know you’re doing this very well’” (p. 6). 
It suggests that engaging in teaching dialogue may have offered the academic valuable 
feedback on teaching strategies and enhanced the person’s belief in his/her teaching 
capacity. 
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In summary, POT may enhance academics’ confidence and provide possible sources 
of self-efficacy. The development of this sense of professional worth seems important 
for changes in academics’ practice because a sense of self-efficacy is believed to be 
associated with intrinsic motivation to act. 
2.6.3.4. Enhancing collaboration and collegiality 
Although collegiality is often associated with being cooperative, pleasant, and 
supportive, Freedman (2009) suggests that a more precise definition of collegiality 
would include “shared power and authority among colleagues” and “cooperative 
interaction among colleagues” (p. 378). For example, enhanced collegiality may 
include willingness to act as a support person or teaching model and sharing teaching 
materials among colleague academics. When POT is conducted under supportive 
conditions, it is believed to lead to the development of collegiality (Bell, 2005; Bell & 
Cooper, 2013; Byrne, Brown, & Challen, 2010; Donnelly, 2007). The developing 
collegiality and sense of tight network across the school were perceived from “the 
building of relationships and camaraderie” (Bell & Cooper, 2013, p. 67). With the 
opportunity for mutual engagement in constructive teaching dialogue, spending much 
time together helps develop good working relationships, mutual understanding, and a 
sense of belonging to a community (Byrne et al., 2010; Harper & Nicolson, 2013; Long 
& Hoa, 2010; Schuck, Aubusson, & Buchanan, 2008). The development of high trust 
relationships deepened collegiality (Shortland, 2010). The development of collegiality 
appears important to the success of POT because it can help further develop 
professional relationships. The development of collegiality and professional 
relationships is a crucial element of POT (Donnelly, 2007). This may be seen as a two-
way effect: the nature of POT is collaborative, but its implementation may lead to 
strengthened relationships between peers, resulting in enhanced collegiality. This 
development can increase teachers’ willingness to collaborate with their peer to further 
explore their practice through POT. Harper and Nicolson (2013) found that through 
POT, academics appreciated how they integrated into the flexible community of 
practice through the building of new friendships and developing understanding of their 
ability to self-develop. Thus, the enhancement of collegiality seems to be both a benefit 
and a facilitator of POT. 
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2.6.4. Conditions for POT to be effective 
Three conditions for workplaces to encourage tertiary teachers’ professional learning 
are: spaces for creation of shared meaning; power relationships to encourage 
collegiality and participation; and relevant procedures for stimulating reflection 
(Knight, 2006). The literature review suggests POT has potential to create contextual 
learning that promotes a collaborative teaching environment (Bell, 2001; Long & Hoa, 
2010; Potter et al., 2011; Shortland, 2010) and appears to provide these conditions 
when implemented under the principles of parity and reciprocity. 
Creating an environment for shared meaning 
One of the key features of collaborative POT is to promote reciprocal learning which 
results from the opportunity for peers to observe teaching and talk to each other. 
Pressick-Kilborn and te Riele (2008) used a reciprocal POT to develop their practice 
and found that it supported their learning about their own practice by offering 
suggestions for change and mutual reassurance. Brookfield (1995) recommends that 
POT must be reciprocal. Gosling (2014) in discussion on collaborative peer-supported 
review of teaching argued that its potential for professional learning is maximised if 
peers “accept the space created as one for mutual or reciprocal learning” (p. 23). 
Reciprocity acknowledges shared learning in that “seeing you allows me to see myself 
differently and to explore the variables we both use” (p. 83). These examples suggest 
that in POT both peers are equally open to learning. This principle of reciprocity is a 
crucial difference between POT for professional development and POT for evaluation 
(Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008). This kind of shared meaning from both peers may 
also require to be offered confidentially (Gosling, 2014) because there are instances of 
academics being concerned about the confidentiality of POT (Bell & Mladenovic, 
2008; Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005).  
Mediating power relationships to encourage collegiality 
Teachers’ learning can be nurtured in a POT process that creates a non-judgemental, 
collegial, and supportive environment. Learning can be achieved when both peers are 
open to accept challenge from each other and their communication is not distorted by 
power imbalance which hinders open dialogue (Gosling, 2014). This ideas indicates 
the importance of the peer relationship (Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014) which needs to 
be collegial and open to facilitate open conversation and honest reflection (Barnard et 
57 
 
al., 2011; Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014; Fullerton, 2003; Hammersley-Fletcher & 
Orsmond, 2005; Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008; Shortland, 2010). Relationships 
of openness, trust, and support characterise a collaborative culture (Hargreaves & 
Dawe, 1990).  Thus, if collaborative POT is a form of collaborative peer review it must 
include parity at least in the process (Byrne et al., 2010; Gosling, 2014; Schuck et al., 
2008). In reality sometimes judgments are made based on assumed greater knowledge 
and experience. Yet, judgmental feedback was viewed as ineffective (Barnard et al., 
2011; Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005). Both peers having equal roles in POT 
(as peers asking questions to help each other reflect on practice (Barnard et al., 2011; 
Gosling, 2014; McGill & Beaty, 1995)) would promote collegiality, an important 
condition for peer review (Ambler, Chavan, Clarke, & Matthews, 2014). A non-
threatening and supportive atmosphere is important to teachers’ engagement in 
reflection and learning.  
Following appropriate procedure for reflection 
POT offers academics a structured process that allows peers to examine their focused 
teaching issues in a systematic way (see section 2.6.2). Does POT structured in such a 
way automatically lead to learning and teaching improvement? The answer may 
depend on how academics use formative information that POT provides. As 
aforementioned, vicarious experience that POT provides can be useful to teacher 
learning. However, Peel (2005), reflecting on her experience with POT, argued 
witnessing “techniques, teaching aids, or trick of trade” is not sufficient for improving 
teaching, but it “requires a synthesis of substantive knowledge, a critically reflective 
engagement with teaching practice, and a confidence in one’s self” (p. 495). Among 
the steps of POT, teaching dialogue in the post-observation meeting is highly valuable 
in the learning process because it can enable critical reflection (Byrne et al., 2010; 
Gosling, 2009). Although there is evidence that this follow-up discussion in POT can 
promote learning (e.g., Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008; Donnelly, 2007), it is 
uncertain that academics talking about the practice will result in new understanding. 
Palmer (1998) argues that if teachers do not have anything to discuss in depth rather 
than “tips, tricks, and techniques”, these kinds of conversation “fail to touch the heart 
of the teacher’s experience” (p. 11). Haigh (2005) through his own reflection suggests 
that conversation can be conducive to learning when it includes discussion about 
emerging ideas and puts these ideas under ongoing critique, encouraging an 
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exploration of ways of articulating them. The discussion suggests that to achieve the 
potential of POT as a process for teachers’ reflection and learning, it is necessary to 
focus on promoting peers’ teaching dialogue in addition to the experience of observing 
a peer’s teaching. 
2.6.5. Challenges to peer observation of teaching 
Although the effectiveness of POT for academic professional development has been 
documented, concerns about the use of POT have been reported.  
First of all, there is a concern about the potential discomfort that POT could bring 
about. This reservation can come from perceived issues such as “implicit judgements 
being made, and the effect on students or the dynamic of teaching of having observers 
in the room” (Cosh, 1998, p. 175). This negative impression of teaching observation 
as judgmental may derive from the fact that it was once used for evaluative purposes 
(i.e., when teachers hear about teaching observation of any kind, they think of its 
‘evaluative’ purpose first). For instance, English language academics in China have 
developed a negative impression of classroom observation “because of its subjective, 
judgmental, and impressionistic nature” (Wang & Seth, 1998, p. 205). Even though 
the ‘collaborative’ model of POT (Gosling’s peer review model) was used for 
academics across disciplines as first-time users of POT in University of Limerick, 
Ireland, academics’ notion of it being a ‘judgmental’ process still existed prior to 
completing the POT process (Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014).  
A sense of discomfort may result from academics’ perception that POT may bring 
about personal vulnerability. Tensions were reported because POT represented an 
intrusion into academics’ professional autonomy (Blackwell & McLean, 1996; Iqbal, 
2013; Lomas & Nicholls, 2005; Spencer, 2014). There were fears about confidentiality 
and personal vulnerability if the observers and observed came from the same school 
(Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005). Teaching is an individual and private 
activity, so disclosure of teaching practice to colleagues can be a new experience 
(Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014). 
Academics’ anxiety might arise because they have limited knowledge of the POT 
process. Participants in a POT scheme for chair-side tutors at Glasgow University 
Dental School expressed anxiety before being observed (Cairns et al., 2013). Irish first-
time participants of POT had a feeling of nervousness or fear of the unknown (Carroll 
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& O’Loughlin, 2014) because they did not know what to expect from POT and where 
to obtain information. Lack of familiarity with the POT process may make academics 
reluctant to participate. 
There are also concerns associated with academics’ responses to institutional 
implementation of POT. As observed by Byrne et al. (2010) in a study on POT for 
professional development in one department in a university in the South of England, 
academics perceived that POT lacks value for their development: they regarded it as a 
yearly ‘ticking the box’ exercise to be done for institutional purposes. POT used in this 
way had little impact on academics, resulting in little or no change to teaching practice. 
This means that POT is viewed as a means of compliance with institutional policies 
rather than a mechanism to meet academics’ real desire to change practice (Shortland, 
2004) when its developmental purpose becomes an institutional requirement (Gosling, 
2014). Even worse, when POT is used for administrative purposes (e.g., appraisal 
model), it becomes meaningless to academic development because there is no 
worthwhile feedback. The process becomes instrospective with mutual back-
patting/slapping (Byrne et al., 2010; Cosh, 1998). These examples suggest that when 
POT is compulsory for institutional purposes, there seems to be greater likelihood that 
POT will be perfunctorily practised and will not be valuable to academics’ learning. 
In addition, there is concern about the impact of the nature of the peer relationship on 
teaching dialogue. Interactions between colleagues may be influenced by social 
relationships involving power and authority (Gosling, 2002, 2014; Hammersley-
Fletcher & Orsmond, 2004). There can be anxieties around giving feedback and how 
colleagues might receive criticism because receiving negative feedback or perceiving 
feedback as criticism could damage confidence. From a peer observation process from 
the School of Law and the School of Sciences within one post-1992 university in the 
UK, findings by Hammersley-Fletcher and Orsmond (2005) indicated a tendency to 
view critical feedback in a negative way: “Despite knowing each other well, and 
describing their relationships as open and honest, lecturers nevertheless worried about 
giving and receiving criticism” (p. 218). Distance in relationship may hinder peers’ 
engagement in rich open dialogue about teaching (Schuck et al., 2008). As a result, the 
feedback process may face more difficulties because personal relationships make it 
complicated (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005). Peers would have found it 
hard to give negative feedback to each other (Cairns et al., 2013; Carroll & 
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O’Loughlin, 2014). Also, close relationships between peers also hindered open critical 
feedback; only positive aspects of teaching were discussed to avoid confrontation and 
protect their relationship (Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014).  
Besides possible impact of the peer relationship on teaching dialogue, there is a 
concern that academics are too ill-equipped to provide effective feedback. Gosling 
(2014) gave an example that participants in a workshop made widely differing 
judgments on the teaching they observed through a video. Another issue was that peer 
observers did not focus feedback on the observed academic’s particular needs (Wang 
& Seth, 1998). These examples support the idea that training is necessary for 
academics to provide effective feedback (Cosh, 1998, 1999).  
Another challenge lies in academics’ availability for the implementation of POT 
because of limited time and heavy workloads. For example, Adshead, White, and 
Stephenson (2006) reported that time constraint was a barrier to participation with two-
thirds of the teachers agreeing that POT would take too much time and paperwork (on 
questionnaire survey carried out with general practitioner teachers of medical 
undergraduate students from King’s College London School of Medicine at Guy’s, 
King’s College and St Thomas’ Hospitals). Similarly, one of the problems identified 
in Donnelly’s (2007) POT schemes concerns time management: several participants 
found that preparation for POT and paperwork were time-consuming. Long and Hoa 
(2010) in a study on critical friend group using POT in a Vietnamese university found 
that it was hard to arrange post-observation meeting times to suit all peers. However, 
when the benefits outweigh the time, academics can still manage to participate. As a 
participant noted in Byrne et al.’s (2010) study on peer development: “Takes more 
time but benefit outweighs this. Allows ongoing discussion on issue to be followed up, 
more structured process – felt less disjointed, got much more from it” (p. 225). 
It is obvious that POT has its limitations. However, examining the benefits the POT 
may offer (see section 2.6.3) suggests that it is worth implementing collaborative POT 
for more insight into this process. I support Bell’s and Cooper’s (2013) argument that 
“where an initiative is evaluated negatively it should not be assumed that peer 
observation has failed because of the nature of the thing itself” (p. 61). The value of 
POT should be further considered with attention paid to its formative purpose and 
structured process that is believed to have contributed to academics’ learning. 
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2.6.6. Cultural context of implementation  
Examining the condition for effective POT and its challenges suggests that one of the 
keys to successful POT is the peer relationship. Different contexts may have different 
variables that impact on POT, so it can be assumed that relationships between people 
in different cultures have different characteristics and mores. Thus, it may be necessary 
to have an overview of cultural variations in relationships and the Vietnamese cultural 
context of relationships. 
2.6.6.1. Overview of cultural variations in relationships 
This brief overview of Western and non-Western cultural values acknowledges 
cultural influences on how people communicate with awareness of the significance of 
relationship. People in different cultures may have different beliefs and values in the 
maintenance of harmony in interpersonal relationships. Researchers studying cultural 
variations in relationships have typically indicated the distinction between 
individualist and collectivist cultures (Hofstede, 1997; Lalonde, Hynie, Pannu, & 
Tatla, 2004; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000). Individualism and collectivism are two 
fundamental values that clearly differentiate between Western cultures and non-
Western cultures (Lalonde et al., 2004; Phinney, Ong, & Madden, 2000). Individualist 
cultures focus on the individual’s rights and personal goals whereas collectivist 
cultures emphasise the rights and well-being of the groups of which individuals are the 
members (Lalonde et al., 2004; Reis et al., 2000) and thus focus on group 
interdependence, harmony in interpersonal relations, and conformity to group norms 
(Phinney et al., 2000; Reis et al., 2000). The latter view tends to prevail in Asian 
cultures (Reis et al., 2000). These cultural values may regulate the way people 
communicate in their interpersonal relationships. The cultural environment and social 
interaction have enormous impact on an individual’s values, and the guiding principles 
of their thought and behaviour (Moore & Asay, 2013). Values refer to stable long-
lasting beliefs about what is desirable or important to a person, and cultural values are 
used to explain people’s personal behaviour and motives in a culture (Hofstede, 1997). 
Because POT concerns human relationships, acknowledging these cultural values and 
beliefs may be useful for exploring how a globalised predominantly Western-
developed process works in a different local context like the Vietnamese context. 
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2.6.6.2. Vietnamese cultural context concerning relationships 
It is important to consider possible contextual impacts before international models for 
academic professional development are adopted in Vietnam. The discussion on the use 
of the intervention processes will be lacking if Vietnamese culture is not taken into 
consideration with respect to human relationships. 
Vietnamese regard harmony, shame, and face as important factors that relate to their 
status with others. Vietnam, as well as other Asian countries such as China, Korea, 
Singapore, and Japan, has been under the impact of Confucianism, sharing certain 
qualities of a collectivist society (Mai et al., 2005; Tuyet, 2013). Thus, harmony is 
viewed as the crucial determinant of a relationship. With much care about self-respect 
and face saving, direct confrontation (public criticism and humiliation) should be 
avoided (Mai et al., 2005; Tuong, 2002) because it is considered rude (Hofstede, 1997). 
Face can be seen as equivalent to honour or prestige and portrays one’s proper 
relationship with his or her social environment, which is important to that person and 
his or her family (Hofstede, 1997). Losing face means losing prestige, resulting in 
feeling ashamed. Therefore, feeling ashamed is what Vietnamese never want to 
experience because shame or a painful feeling of humiliation is not only a personal 
matter but also the family’s or group members’ concern. The loss of face brings a bad 
feeling to people in all cultures, but it appears more damaging to Vietnamese (Borton, 
2000). Saving face and avoiding criticism are often viewed as a preferable way of 
maintaining harmonious interpersonal relationships. 
Vietnamese accept the principle of social hierarchy, so they have a tendency to 
consider their relative status in communication with others. Relationships in 
Vietnamese society are characterised by the concept of power distance, “the extent to 
which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations within a country 
expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede, 1997, p. 28). One of 
the key principles of Confucian teaching is that the stability of society is based on 
unequal relationships between people; thus Vietnam is considered a country with large 
power distance in relationships (Hofstede, 1997). In interpersonal interactions, 
Vietnamese accept the principle of social order (Ashwill & Diep, 2005; Borton, 2000; 
Jamieson, 1993). They tend to care about their relative status by considering their 
addressee’s age, sex, social status, and level of intimacy to establish a correct 
relationship in verbal communication (Ashwill & Diep, 2005; Jamieson, 1993) and to 
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perform the correct behaviour in accordance with the nature of this relationship; 
otherwise, they could lose face (Thang, 2013). In other words, people must consider 
the level of power distance in their relationship to have appropriate behaviour in 
communication. Showing respect is the underlying premise for such behaviour 
(Borton, 2000). It is a cultural practice that great deference is paid to those of higher 
status, regarding their social position, age or organisational position (Thang, 2013; 
Tuong, 2002). Respect is regarded as the foundation of any relationship in Vietnamese 
society. 
Examples about the perceived impact of this cultural issue can be found in the 
Vietnamese context or China (with similar culture). Thuy (2012), in a study on POT 
for beginning English language teachers’ professional development at the Faculty of 
English Language Teacher Education, Hanoi University of Languages & International 
Studies, Vietnam National University, found that one of the reasons for participants’ 
trouble finding a peer stemmed from what she described as face-saving attitude from 
potential participants. This means these teachers were not willing to be observed by a 
peer for fear of losing face when all aspects of their practice would be put under 
scrutiny. In the Chinese context, Hu (2005) argued that teachers tend to give positive 
comments and avoid giving critical feedback to their colleagues because such criticism 
is commonly perceived as face-threatening; therefore, the post-observation 
conversation would become shallow and less challenging than it might be. 
In summary, the discussion of the Vietnamese interpersonal relationship suggests that 
its associated issues such as harmony, shame, and face or respect affect how people 
communicate under the principle of social order. Because POT is a form of 
collaboration, it may be impacted by this cultural aspect. Therefore, academics’ beliefs 
and values relating to interpersonal relationships (if any) documented in this study may 
be considered in the discussion of findings. 
2.7. Summary of the literature review and research gap 
2.7.1. Summary of findings from the literature on formative 
SET and POT 
The review of literature addressing areas such as teachers’ pedagogical reasoning, 
reflection and reflective practice, and lenses for reflection in tertiary education 
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suggests that reflection is a mechanism for the development of academics’ professional 
knowledge. Shulman’s (1987) model of pedagogical reasoning and action particularly 
focuses on an idea of teaching that emphasises comprehension and reasoning, 
transformation and reflection. Hence reflection is viewed as an underlying factor of 
teachers’ decisions on what and how to teach in their context and as a way of gaining 
insights into practice. To engage in effective reflection, it is suggested that teachers 
use multiple external perspectives (e.g., Brookfield, 1995; Loughran, 2002). The 
external lenses may be students and colleagues, two of the four important reflective 
lenses suggested by Brookfield (1995). They appear to be contextual variables 
(particularly structural aids) to reflection in LaBoskey’s (1993) model that discusses 
how reflection can be triggered. 
The discussion on the use of SETs for formative purposes suggests they can be 
effective for teachers’ reflection and learning but need several conditions for them to 
be effective. First of all, if SETs focus on teachers’ needs and reflect their voice, they 
would have stronger impacts (e.g., Stronge & Tucker, 1999). This means they need to 
provide formative information teachers need and they can choose areas for feedback. 
Besides, it is suggested that SET collected early in the course (or mid-term) may 
facilitate teaching improvement and benefits the current students (Belluigi, 2013; 
Keutzer, 1993; Narasimhan, 2001). These requirements support the argument for the 
use of early-term TT-SET which allows teachers certain autonomy to explore teaching 
aspects for their need and time to examine practice for improvement. It is also argued 
that SET effectiveness may depend on teachers’ capacity to reflect and learn from SET 
data (Ramsden, 1991; Winchester & Winchester, 2011). Thus, there is a need to 
provide teachers with a supportive mechanism. Particularly, SET may be effective for 
teaching improvement if it is coupled with a consultation process (Dresel & 
Rindermann, 2011; Lang & Kersting, 2007; Penny & Coe, 2004; Rindermann et al., 
2007) such as workshops, seminars, and class observations. POT may be one among 
the forms of consultation where teaching behaviours can be debriefed.  
POT has been a popular practice, a formative process for academic professional 
development in many countries. The collaborative POT (Gosling’s (2002) so-called 
‘peer review’ model) is carried out by trusted colleagues (Day, 2013; Malderez, 2003) 
and engages teachers in teaching dialogue and reflection to improve practice. POT is 
seen to promote teachers’ reflection and reflective practice that may enhance their 
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learning, changes to practice, confidence and self-efficacy, and collegiality. Besides 
teaching discussion, POT also emphasises observational learning (Bandura, 1977b) 
where academics can learn from watching their peers teach. The focus of POT is to 
trigger academics’ reflection in order to improve practice. For POT to be effective, it 
may require several conditions such as: creating an environment for shared meaning, 
mediating power relationships to encourage collegiality, and following appropriate 
procedure for reflection. 
However, the use of SET and POT may face several challenges. The implementation 
of SET may face challenges concerning teachers’ perception. Teachers may not use it 
because of its lack of reliability and validity (e.g., Stein et al., 2012) which is also 
associated with cultural issues (e.g., Dung & Mcinnis, 2002; Hao, 2013). Academics 
in Confucian heritage cultures perceive that SETs are distorted and believe they have 
an honour status and students are not ‘mature’ to give profound feedback on practice. 
Therefore, these perceptions may result in the rejection and limited use of SETs.  
The challenges to POT include a sense of discomfort, distortion by the nature of the 
peer relationship, negative responses to institutional use of POT, lack of skills to give 
effective feedback, and time constraints and heavy workloads. Among many factors, 
many studies indicate that the peer relationship is the key to the success of POT (e.g., 
Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014). For example, its nature determines whether open critical 
dialogue can be facilitated: closeness in the peer relationship can hinder deep critical 
discussion to avoid confrontation and protect the relationship (Carroll & O’Loughlin, 
2014). Cultural variations in relationships with reference to the Vietnamese Confucian 
heritage culture suggests that Vietnamese cultural values concerning social order, 
harmony, face, shame, and so on may influence the way people communicate in 
interpersonal relationships. This implies an area to explore in the use of POT which 
requires collaboration between peers. 
In summary, the evolving understanding of how SET and POT have been used through 
research and debate provides an important socio-cultural and historical context for my 
study. Student and colleague lenses can be used in the forms of TT-SET and POT 
respectively. TT-SET and POT, supplementing each other, may allow academics 
certain freedom to obtain targeted important information on their performance in order 
to improve practice. These sources of information for academics to improve practice 
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are emerging issues in Vietnamese tertiary education institutions. This summary 
relates the findings from the literature to the research gap that informed this thesis. 
2.7.2. The research gap 
In order to enhance insights into practice, it is suggested that academics examine 
practice from a variety of viewpoints. TT-SET and POT are argued to be the relevant 
lenses for teachers’ reflection and deeper understanding about teaching. These two 
reflective lenses supplement each other: TT-SET is feedback from direct recipients of 
the teaching process while POT provides a professional’s perspective. 
SET or POT has been commonly used for formative purposes in both the West and the 
East, and has been proved to be useful for teachers’ professional learning. Although 
challenges to SET and POT have been documented in the literature, they may have 
different challenges in different socio-cultural contexts. This study explores how SET 
and POT work with academics in a Confucian heritage culture like Vietnam.  The TT-
SET augmented with POT will be implemented without any modifications. In other 
words, this study will not change the nature of the intervention as it is originally 
intended in Western research, particularly POT, to fit into the Vietnamese context. 
Instead, this aspect of cultural impact will be considered in the discussion of findings 
from the use of the intervention to make recommendations for improved future 
application. Research is contextually situated, and research in education needs to 
consider and be responsive to issues of diversity. Thus, it is useful to examine how 
TT-SET augmented with POT works in the Vietnamese context. 
In addition, few studies employ TT-SET augmented with POT in Vietnam. SETs have 
been used in Vietnamese tertiary education institutions but are underexplored with 
regard to their use for improving teaching. Professional development in Vietnamese 
universities has been often based on event-based activities (e.g., workshops, training 
courses, and conferences), and non-formal activities like POT are under-investigated 
in Vietnamese tertiary education institutions (Hiep, 2001). Some Vietnamese studies 
on peer mentoring or critical friend groups that employ POT as a strategy focused on 
beginning teachers who are believed to be more inclined to learn, so it raises a need to 
examine how POT works with more experienced academics. In some cases, POT is 
implemented informally and unsystematically (i.e., self-initiated by some colleagues 
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in the same faculty), and this suggests a need to implement POT systematically with a 
structured procedure. 
The research gap this study aims to address is, therefore, how TT-SET augmented with 
POT impacts on academics’ pedagogical reasoning, with a focus on their reflection, in 
the Vietnamese context. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 
This chapter discusses the methodological approach and the design of the study. First, 
it presents the research objectives and research questions, which were drawn from the 
research gap in the literature review. Then, the theoretical framework is depicted and 
illustrated. This chapter discusses why the selection of the constructivist paradigm and 
use of a case study design are relevant to the research. 
3.1. The research objectives and questions 
As previously argued, teacher reflection and deeper understanding of teaching and 
learning through a process of pedagogical reasoning and action can contribute to the 
enhancement of teaching practice. Thus, it could be productive to employ an 
intervention process for professional development that promotes teacher reflection and 
reflective teaching, assisting academics to enhance awareness of practice, and refine 
and/or transform understanding of teaching and learning. Research on the 
implementation of TT-SET augmented with POT as formative lenses for academics’ 
reflection and changes to practice in the Vietnamese context may make a useful 
practical and theoretical contribution to understanding ways for academics to improve 
practice in this context. The study aims to answer the research question: In the context 
of a Vietnamese university, how does TT-SET augmented with POT impact on 
academics’ pedagogical reasoning? 
There are three sub-questions: 
1. What is the perceived impact of TT-SET augmented with POT on academics’ 
practice, beliefs, and attitudes? 
2. What are academics’ perceptions of the effectiveness of TT-SET augmented with 
POT for promoting their reflection in the process of pedagogical reasoning? 
3. What are possible challenges to the implementation of TT-SET augmented with 
POT in Vietnam’s context? 
3.2. The theoretical framework of the study 
As discussed in Chapter 2, reflection plays an important role in teachers’ intentional 
learning because it is a mechanism for enhancing understanding. For this study a 
merged framework was developed on the basis of my review of the literature. This 
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framework draws on teachers’ reflection for understanding their pedagogical 
reasoning (particularly changes in their practice with a focus on reflection, learning, 
and action) and underlying factors affecting these changes. The framework was 
adapted from Shulman’s (1987) model of pedagogical reasoning and action and 
LaBoskey’s (1993) reflective model. These models assume that there is connection 
between teachers’ reflection and their learning (new comprehension) which may lead 
to their subsequent action for improved practice. 
Shulman (1987) viewed teaching “as comprehension and reasoning, as transformation 
and reflection” (p. 13), so his model was intended to explain how teachers decide what 
and how to teach within their teaching context. In other words, the model illustrates 
reflective practice during the teaching process (i.e., Shulman emphasises teaching as 
reflective practice). An act of teaching may start with an understanding of content 
knowledge and purpose which is transferred into teachable forms. After delivering 
instruction, a teacher can evaluate student learning and his/her teaching by looking 
back on original objectives, at what was achieved and how it was achieved, and adjust 
for experiences. This act of evaluation can be promoted into reflection whereby the 
teacher critically examines practice and uses evidence he/she could gather to support 
explanations, allowing him/her to analyse the teaching experiences, promote what is 
successful, make changes to what needs improving, and build upon knowledge. This 
means reflection may lead to new understanding of teaching, students, and the subject, 
which then may guide subsequent action. Hence reflection may underlie teachers’ 
decisions on what and how to teach in their own context. Reflection is considered as a 
mechanism that contributes to professional learning (e.g., Argyris & Schon, 1974; 
Lagerwerf, 2001; McAlpine & Weston, 2000; Harrison, 2008). Reflection is one of the 
important elements in Shulman’s (1987) model of pedagogical reasoning and action. 
It is assumed that, in the process of pedagogical reasoning, reflecting on actual 
teaching performance (i.e., instruction) may contribute to teachers’ learning. However, 
Shulman did not identify or discuss the means by which reflection may be encouraged 
and supported. 
In a model developed for use with preservice teachers, LaBoskey (1993) argues that 
reflection can be triggered by both internal impetus (e.g., puzzles of practice, self-
assessment, etc.) and external impetus (e.g., collegial interaction, professional 
requirements, etc.). She identified that there are contextual variables such as location, 
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timing, and structural aids that influence reflection. The results of reflection may be a 
new comprehension. LaBoskey also clarifies the nature of a new comprehension, 
which could be an improved reflective ability, an added or changed belief about 
pedagogical content knowledge (e.g., curriculum, subject matter, or instruction), an 
attitude or value about the premise of teaching (i.e., theoretical assumption) and 
necessary for the reflection process, or a change in emotional states. New 
comprehensions may or may not result in action in current and future practice. 
At any rate, the new comprehensions should always be tentative and subject to 
continual revision... Reflective teachers reflect in order to learn to improve their 
understandings of, feelings about, and responses to the world of teaching. These 
new comprehensions may or may not actually serve to incite or inform solutions 
to current or future practical problems. Thus the solving of practical problems is 
seen to be a secondary outcome of reflection. (LaBoskey, 1993, p. 35-36) 
LaBoskey develops this framework for reflection with respect to a complex interaction 
of cognitive abilities, beliefs, values and attitudes, and emotions in a problem-solving 
context on the basis of a review of literature and empirical research. By drawing out 
internal and external variables influencing reflection in teacher education, LaBoskey’s 
model can be a means of considering how reflective practice can be promoted. 
Additionally, the content of reflection can be impacted by the conditions of reflection 
(LaBoskey, 1993). This ‘context’ from LaBoskey’s model can be complementary to 
Shulman’s ‘reflection’. To encourage reflection, it is necessary to create a context for 
reflection. This context can be provided by structural aids to reflection such as 
research-like tasks, collegial support (partners/observers), seminar discussions, and so 
on (LaBoskey, 1993). According to LaBoskey, structural aids can influence the nature 
and quality of the outcomes of reflection. The structural aids appear to be an important 
variable that can encourage reflection and new comprehension. As LaBoskey (2004) 
argues, “Since knowledge is experiential and knowledge generation is critical 
reflection or inquiry as stance, teacher knowledge can best be understood, 
transformed, constructed, and articulated by the teacher self in collaboration with 
others” (p. 826). Many researchers (e.g., Loughran, 2002; Bolton, 2010; Harrison, 
2008; and Convery, 1998) have argued that reflection can be facilitated through 
opening practice to scrutiny by some form of collaboration with others. These 
arguments imply that structural aids such as peer collaboration can be applicable to in-
service university teachers as well. 
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Shulman’s model and LaBoskey’s model can be associated with each other in a way 
that the former emphasises teachers’ reflection in the process of pedagogical reasoning 
while the latter focuses on the mechanism with which reflection can be enhanced. 
Shulman’s model explains how reflection may lead to new knowledge and possible 
action while LaBoskey’s model explains how reflection can be promoted. This is the 
rationale for a merged framework to examine the use of TT-SET augmented with POT 
in promoting academics’ reflection and their perceptions of its impact on their thinking 
and practice. TT-SET and POT can be viewed as either structural aids to reflection or 
external impetus for reflection. In other words, for reflection on practice, academics 
can use TT-SET and POT as complementary sources of feedback on their observable 
teaching acts (instruction). Students and colleagues fit into the framework as lenses for 
reflection.  
These two contextual elements for reflection (i.e., TT-SET and POT) were added to 
the merged framework in light of Brookfield’s (1995) lenses for teachers’ reflection. 
Brookfield (1995) suggests that critical reflection can be facilitated by multiple lenses, 
including autobiographies as teachers and learners, students’ eyes, colleagues’ 
experiences, and theoretical literature. However, for reflection to be a genuine mirror 
to see practice, it is important for one to see one’s practice through others’ eyes 
(Loughran, 2002), (i.e., opening one’s practice to scrutiny by others (Bolton, 2010)). 
Confrontation and collaboration may be needed for effective reflection (Convery, 
1998). As discussed in the literature review, students and colleagues are the two 
important lenses for teachers to critically examine their teaching. Students are the 
direct recipients of the teaching process, so their feedback provides ultimate 
information on teaching that teachers need to assess and address students’ concerns 
and expectations to make changes for improvement. However, there are many 
substantial aspects of teaching that can only be judged by other teachers (Hutchings, 
1996). Both sources of information (from students and colleagues) on teaching 
complement each other: the former is the view of the recipient of the teaching process 
while the latter is the view of a professional. This means, in the process of pedagogical 
reasoning, a teacher’s reflection can be supported with viewpoints from students and 
a colleague that give feedback on his/her teaching. Through collecting student 
feedback on their teaching through TT-SET, identifying their teaching aspects to be 
observed and improved, conducting reciprocal POT, a teacher can critically examine 
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his/her teaching, beliefs and assumptions about teaching, and explore new possibilities 
for professional action. In addition to new comprehension about educational topics, 
according to LaBoskey, the outcome of reflection can be an understanding of the 
reflection process itself (e.g., reflective abilities, values and attitudes for reflection). 
As a result, the conceptual framework guiding this study (illustrated in Figure 3.1) was 
developed on the basis of  Shulman’s (1987) model of pedagogical reasoning and 
action and LaBoskey’s (1993) reflection model. 
 
Figure 3.1: The theoretical framework for the study (developed from Shulman’s (1987) 
pedagogical reasoning and action and LaBoskey’s (1993) reflection model) 
SETs have been used in tertiary education institutions in many countries, including 
Vietnam (e.g., Lee, Huang, & Zhong, 2012; Yin, Lu, & Wang, 2014, Dung & Mcinnis, 
2002; Hao, 2013). They can serve either summative or formative purposes. 
Researchers such as Rotem and Glasman (1979), suggest that if teachers design their 
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own student feedback form to collect information they need, they may become more 
focused, be more aware of, and gain better understanding of their practice. This 
resonates with my personal experience which is presented later on to illustrate the 
theoretical framework. Thus, TT-SET, as an informal form of student feedback, may 
be useful in promoting teachers’ reflection. 
To enhance the effectiveness of student feedback, it is suggested that student feedback 
be used in conjunction with consultative support (McKeachie, 1997; Rindermann et 
al., 2007). Among other forms of consultation, classroom observation is an important 
part (Penny & Coe, 2004). The literature has indicated that colleagues can provide a 
critical lens for reflection through collaboration and collegial support (e.g., Boud & 
Walker, 1998; Colton & Sparks-Langer, 1993; Covery, 1998; Pollard, 2005). POT is 
seen as a collaborative developmental activity in which colleagues provide mutual 
support by observing each other (Bennett & Barp, 2008). It is a means to improve 
teaching (Kemp & Gosling, 2012). In addition, the use of POT is supported by 
Bandura’s (1977b, 1997) social learning theory in which observational learning is a 
focus. As argued in the literature review, a most-commonly used theoretical 
framework for the POT schemes is the reflective practice model (Bell, 2001). Thus, 
the assumption is that TT-SET augmented with POT can be useful for academics’ 
reflection on practice. In other words, the theoretical framework focusing on using 
students and colleagues as reflective lenses situates TT-SETs plus POT as a strategy 
within the broader spectrum of evidence-based feedback on teaching. 
Reflection with recourse to external resources such as student feedback and peer 
observation of teaching may lead to radical changes in practice because, as Bandura 
(1986) indicated, people are the agents of change in both themselves and their 
environment through their interaction with that environment. It is assumed that TT-
SET augmented with POT can promote reflection on practice (immediate outcome). 
Then, reflection may lead to new comprehensions (intermediate outcome). These new 
understandings may result in a new possibility for action taken to improve current or 
future practice (ultimate outcome). Because this study looks at academics’ pedagogical 
reasoning under the intervention – a possible means to promote reflection, becoming 
aware of reflective abilities can also be a possible outcome together with changes in 
values and attitudes. Although emotional states are important in reflective teacher 
education as LaBoskey claimed, this aspect is not the focus of the study. Thus, for the 
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purposes of this study, I assume that new comprehensions can be about educational 
topics (e.g., pedagogical content knowledge) and/or reflection itself. In addition, new 
understandings may or may not lead to action to solve current or future practical 
problems, so solving problems is regarded as a secondary outcome of reflection 
(LaBoskey, 1993). In other words, the theoretical framework supports this cycle: by 
reflecting on teaching – which is the result of the process of transforming content 
knowledge into teachable forms – through external reflective lenses, academics may 
gain new comprehensions, which may or may not trigger actions to improve current 
and future practice. 
To illustrate the merged model augmented with the addition of student and colleague 
lenses, I will draw on my professional experience as a teacher of English for business. 
The first time I taught students how to describe a graph (i.e., I started with 
comprehension of content and purpose), I used a sample paragraph to explain the 
structure of a paragraph of graph description. I explained sentence structures and 
popular words for describing trends, asking students to write sentences based on 
prompts, and then asked them to describe a particular graph (i.e., these were ways 
knowledge was transformed into teachable forms and presented in the classroom). By 
checking student writing, I realised that the teaching techniques I used were not really 
effective in developing students’ writing skill (i.e., evaluation – looking at my original 
objectives and reviewing what was accomplished and how it was accomplished). Thus, 
I began asking for their feedback on my teaching with self-designed SET which also 
included open-ended questions (i.e., looking for student lens). I then realised that 
students needed more practice to memorise verbs for describing trends, and required 
different structures to describe trends (i.e., reflection and new comprehension). I 
planned to use integrated skills (i.e., use listening, speaking, reading, and writing 
skills) in teaching writing (i.e., prepared for action). For the following session in a 
different class, I started with a listening task when teaching how to describe a graph. 
Students then got some slight idea of the structure of a paragraph of describing trend, 
several verbs, and structures. Then, I gave them a similar graph and asked them to 
work in pairs describing the graph using the words and structure to which they had just 
listened. After that, they were asked to read a sample paragraph and identify the 
structure. They also completed a task of sentence building and sentence transformation 
before writing a complete paragraph.  
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For the similar next session in another class, I invited a colleague to observe my 
teaching and give feedback (i.e., looking for colleague lens). One suggestion was that 
I should create an engaging atmosphere in the classroom. I then used the peer’s 
feedback to refine teaching by asking students to join in a role-play activity whereby 
students played the role of a reporter describing a trend. This really added excitement 
to the classroom, and students could easily complete the writing task later on. My own 
experience illustrates that reflection is at the core of changes in my pedagogical 
reasoning. At first, I reflected on teaching by collecting evidence of student learning. 
However, then I thought I should reflect from a variety of viewpoints to see if the 
changes I made were effective in promoting students’ learning, so I took into account 
student and peer lenses and found them useful for guiding changes. 
The theoretical framework does not include other elements of LaBoskey’s framework 
such as steps of the reflection process, the necessary attitudes, or what content they 
should be aware of because the study is not intended to train academics with these 
elements. The merged framework does not focus on the steps of the reflection process 
itself. This part in LaBoskey’s model was left out because this study focuses on 
changes in academics’ pedagogical reasoning when TT-SET augmented with POT was 
implemented. So were the attitudes for reflection and the content of reflection. 
However, these two aspects may be referred to if they emerge from the data during 
analysis. 
Although the use of TT-SET augmented with POT may raise challenges (see sections 
2.5.4 and 2.6.5), it appears to be a prospective process for a formative purpose. A few 
studies on POT in Vietnam have been conducted on beginner teachers and have not 
identified the conditions for it to be effective. In addition, the use of standard SETs 
and random supervisory teaching observation by leaders in the university where I teach 
seems not beneficial to improving academics’ teaching. These academics are not 
provided with information they need and constructive feedback from observers 
through a structured process. Besides, supervisory observations seem to bring about 
the observer effect, resulting in perfunctory modification of certain teaching aspects. 
Hence, my literature review and personal experience leads me to investigate whether 
TT-SET augmented with POT is beneficial to academics’ learning. My assumption is 
that TT-SET and collaborative POT focus on academics’ needs to solve teaching 
problems, so they may enhance academics’ reflection on teaching which may lead to 
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their new understanding and subsequent action. This assumption raises several 
questions: Is the intervention process worth implementing at the Vietnamese 
institution? What modification may be necessary for the intervention to be effective? 
What further research needs to be done for the implementation? These questions 
inspire me to establish the purpose of the study. 
This research aims to explore the extent to which TT-SET augmented with POT 
contributes to changes in academics’ pedagogical reasoning. This study examines 
academics’ perception of the intervention process and how it may contribute to their 
reflection on teaching. Thus, it is interpretive in nature, describing the particularity of 
the case and suggesting explanations for the outcome by linking to the context. The 
study is also exploratory because it may develop ideas for further research. It aims to 
investigate the extent to which TT-SET and POT works in the Vietnamese context. 
Particularly, this study examines the adoption of POT into the Vietnamese cultural 
context with a model close to those in the literature from Western settings, exploring 
if there are any cultural issues which may pose potential challenges to the 
implementation of POT. 
3.3. Research paradigm, methodological approach, and 
method 
3.3.1. Selection of approaches 
In order to choose an appropriate method for the study, it is necessary to select a 
relevant research paradigm. A paradigm is a way of perceiving the world with 
underlying assumptions that shape thinking and action (Mertens, 2005). Guba and 
Lincoln (1994) identified three questions that help define a paradigm: 
1. The ontological question: “What is the form and nature of reality and, 
therefore, what is there that can be known about it?” 
2. The epistemological question: “What is the nature of the relationship between 
the knower or would-be knower and what can be known?” 
3. The methodological question: “How can the inquirer (would-be knower) go 
about finding out whatever he or she believes can be known?” (p. 108) 
According to Mertens (2005), there are four paradigms for research: positivist/post 
positivist, constructivist, transformative, and pragmatic. They are different in beliefs 
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about the nature of reality (ontology), the nature of knowledge and the relation between 
the knower and the would-be known (epistemology), and approach to systematic 
inquiry (methodology). This study examines whether or not the intervention process 
can lead to changes in academics’ pedagogical reasoning; it is not intended to look for 
whether it makes an impact on practice (i.e., not intended to measure improvement), 
so it is not designed with predetermined variables of interest. Therefore, the positivist 
paradigm is not appropriate. This study looks for more nuanced effects and insights 
into how teachers perceived TT-SET augmented with POT. Considering the paradigms 
and the research context, the constructivist paradigm is appropriate for conducting this 
study. It assumes “a relativist ontology…, a subjectivist epistemology…, and a 
naturalistic… set of methodological procedures” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 13). 
I aim to understand the meaning or knowledge constructed by these academics, the 
way they made sense of their teaching world and their experience with this world. In 
other words, my epistemological stance is closely associated with the constructivist 
paradigm. Researchers adopting the constructivist paradigm acknowledge that 
“knowledge is socially constructed” (Mertens, 2005, p. 12).  The study focuses on the 
reality constructed by its participants; thus, multiple interpretations of the reality are 
expected (Merriam, 1998; Mertens, 2005; Stake, 2010). Therefore, this research looks 
at different interpretations of the mechanisms of TT-SET augmented with POT by 
English language academics and their perceptions of the intervention process (i.e., 
examining meanings participants constructed as they engaged with the context they 
were interpreting) (Merriam, 1998). The interpretation of the intervention was also 
impacted by my perspective as a researcher (e.g., through interpreting video-
recordings of academics’ performances or their responses in interviews). This is 
because in a qualitative study the researcher plays the role of interpreter and data 
gatherer, his perspective and bias may influence the interpretation of the findings (see 
section 3.5). 
The qualitative methodology and inductive logic approach were appropriate for 
categorising meanings emerging from participants’ perceptions and different 
interpretations of TT-SET augmented with POT for teaching improvement in 
Vietnamese tertiary education. Qualitative research methods such as interviews, peer 
observations, video-recordings and document analysis (POT protocols) are 
interpretive in nature. Although there was quantitative analysis of student feedback 
79 
 
(i.e., calculating the means of early-term TT-SET items and comparing the means of 
these items with those in the end-of-term TT-SET), the study was mostly qualitative. 
A qualitative study was appropriate for this research because it helps to achieve four 
of the five intellectual goals of qualitative research that Maxwell (2005, pp. 22-23) 
describes:  
 To understand “the meaning, for participants in the study, of the events, 
situations, experiences, and actions they are involved with or engage in” and 
“how their understanding influences their behaviour.”  
 To gain insight into “the particular context within which the participants act, and 
the influence that this context has on their actions” 
 To “identify unanticipated phenomena and influences, and generating new, 
‘grounded’ theories…” 
 To identify “the process by which events and actions take place” 
These four goals support the choice of a qualitative methodology for the research 
questions. It helps the researcher understand the meaning of TT-SET augmented with 
POT for reflection constructed by participants within particular contextual conditions. 
It may also help to identify unanticipated events and understanding of the intervention 
process. In addition, an inductive approach was appropriate for exploring how English 
language academics interpreted and responded to the mechanisms of TT-SET 
augmented with POT and how they behaved during the intervention process. The 
multiple data sources, analysed for patterns and themes, allowed the researcher to 
develop concepts and understandings of the practice of TT-SET and POT for 
professional development in the context of the selected university. 
In summary, the description of the paradigm and the research context show that the 
constructivist paradigm best suited the study based on the discussion of reflection and 
reflective practice in the literature. While my prior experience and the initial literature 
review on the use of SET and POT indicated some possible outcomes, the study was 
conducted to gain deeper understanding of the relationship between TT-SET 
augmented with POT and academics’ pedagogical reasoning and action, and to gain 
insights into the participants’ perspectives and their perceptions of the outcomes of the 
intervention process as well as possible challenges to its implementation in 
Vietnamese higher education.  
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3.3.2. Case study design 
3.3.2.1. Features of case study design 
A case study is defined as “a method for learning about a complex instance, based on 
a comprehensive understanding of that instance obtained by extensive description and 
analysis of that instance taken as a whole and in its context” (U.S. General Accounting 
Office, 1990, p. 15). The case study can be further described by its special features: 
particularistic, descriptive, heuristic, and inductive (Merriam, 1988).  
 Particularistic: the study focuses on a particular phenomenon which is studied 
within its real-life context (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 2009, 2011).  
 Descriptive: “the end product of a case study is a rich, ‘thick’ description of the 
phenomenon” (Merriam, 1988, p. 11). As Stake (2010) explains, “a description 
is rich if it provides abundant, interconnected details, and possible cultural 
complexity, but it becomes thick description if it offers direct connection to 
cultural theory and scientific knowledge” (p. 49). 
 Heuristic: the case study helps the reader gain insights into the phenomenon and 
discover new meaning, extend experience, and confirm previously unknown 
factors (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 2011).  
 Inductive: the case study allows the researcher to discover new relationships, 
concepts, and understanding rather than verify hypotheses (Merriam, 1988). In 
analysing qualitative data, according to Thomas (2006), “inductive analysis 
refers to approaches that primarily use detailed readings of raw data to derive 
concepts, themes, or a model through interpretations made from the raw data by 
an evaluator or researcher” (p. 238). The inductive approach facilitates social 
constructivist data interpretation that leads to “a complexity of views” (Creswell, 
2009, p. 8). 
The definition of a case study and its features implies that it is an appropriate research 
design to examine a phenomenon systematically (Merriam, 1988). The following 
section provides the justification of the choice of case study as a research design for 
the current study. 
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3.3.2.2. Relevance of case study design for the research 
Methodological choice depends of what is desired to be known (Merriam, 2001). The 
decision to choose a non-experimental research design such as a case study depends 
on whether it aims to answer the question ‘how’ or ‘why’ to examine a contemporary 
phenomenon over which the research has little or no control (Merriam, 1988; Yin, 
2009). Another deciding factor for the selection of a case study is if a bounded system 
can be identified as the focus of the research (Merriam, 1988). As an emerging 
researcher, I was exploring how academics perceived the implementation of TT-SET 
augmented with POT (over one semester) and the ways in which it might influence 
their changes in pedagogical reasoning and action with a focus on their reflection. A 
qualitative case study can be appropriate for examining the intervention for the 
following reasons. 
My choice of a case study first of all depended on the nature of the research question, 
amount of control, the desired end product, and the boundedness. This case 
examination of the intervention in a Vietnamese university aims to explore how it 
impacts on academics’ pedagogical reasoning. Additionally, the use of TT-SET 
augmented with POT is a contemporary event involving complex social situations with 
a multitude of variables which cannot be controlled (Yin, 2009). This is why an 
experimental or quasi-experimental design was not appropriate. Furthermore, the 
intervention can be regarded as a bounded system that allowed the researcher 
comprehensive understanding of its complexity because, unlike other types of 
qualitative research, case studies are “intensive descriptions and analyses of a single 
unit” (Merriam, 2001, p. 19). 
In addition, this study has the typical features of a qualitative case study which are 
aforementioned. First, it is particularistic because it focused on a particular 
phenomenon – the intervention of TT-SET augmented with POT to promote 
academics’ changes in pedagogical reasoning. Second, it is descriptive because it 
described interconnected details of the phenomenon and possible cultural issues 
associated with the intervention. The description came from multiple data sources 
(Yin, 2011) such as student feedback, teachers’ reflection reports, video-recordings, 
and observer feedback report and debriefing. The case study can accommodate varied 
perspectives of the participants (Merriam, 2001). The sources available included 
multiple perspectives of the academics from observing and being observed. Third, it 
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is heuristic because it allowed in-depth understanding of TT-SET augmented with 
POT with descriptions from various sources of data in a real-world setting with respect 
to participants’ perspectives, context, and emerging issues associated with the 
intervention. Finally, it relied on inductive reasoning because it discovered new 
understanding from the implementation of the intervention rather than verification of 
pre-determined hypotheses. It helped gain understanding of the existing or emerging 
meanings from participants’ perception and interpretation of the intervention from a 
diversity of evidence sources. 
In summary, a qualitative case study design was appropriate for the research question 
to be explored. It was used to understand a real-life phenomenon in depth, and such 
understanding holds within important contextual conditions, namely examination of 
TT-SET augmented with POT that encompassed the context of a Vietnamese 
university. The intent of the study is to gather sufficient information about the research 
issue to analyse, interpret, and theorise about the phenomenon (Merriam, 2001). This 
case examination of the intervention is an interpretive case study which contains 
descriptive data “used to develop conceptual categories or to illustrate, support, or 
challenge theoretical assumptions held prior to the data gathering” (Merriam, 2001, p. 
38). These theoretical assumptions derived from the literature review are presented in 
the form of propositions which were used to guide data collection, as discussed in the 
next section. 
3.3.2.3. Necessity of propositions for the research 
As Yin (2009) states: “each proposition directs attention to something that should be 
examined within the scope of the study” (p. 28). While case study approaches are 
related to the development of theory rather than the verification of hypotheses, it is 
natural that researchers have some assumptions of possible outcomes at the outset of 
a study. My review of the literature, my prior experience with TT-SET and POT, and 
my experience as a teacher contributed to my prior assumption that TT-SET 
augmented with POT may be a useful process for teachers’ reflection and professional 
learning about teaching to improve teaching practice. This assumption is actually a 
proposition. It is an orientation that guides the data collection process (Yin, 2009). 
Using propositions in a constructivist case study for data analysis could seem to 
potentially limit thorough understanding of the case’s complexities and emerging 
findings because they may restrict the data analysis. However, the use of these prior 
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assumptions was made at the research design stage to orient the study with key findings 
and assumptions that emerged from the literature review. Using these propositions as 
a starting point was to help ensure the collection of sufficient data within the scope of 
the study. 
In designing this qualitative case study, I made choices of methodology which were 
instrumental to the inquiry. I used Yin’s idea of propositions and Merriam’s guidance 
in a case study design. The following are reasons for my choice: Yin (2009) proposes 
a carefully detailed design. He suggests that in order to avoid internal and external 
inconsistency, a case study must be designed with the following components: “the 
study’s questions; its propositions, if any; its unit(s) of analysis; the logic linking the 
data to the propositions, and the criteria for interpreting the findings” (p. 27). These 
components at the design stage help direct attention to what should be studied within 
the scope of the study and the methods to be used. However, Yin’s philosophical stance 
is inclined towards positivism (Yazan, 2015) because Yin suggests linking data to 
propositions in analysis which looks like verifying hypotheses and appears to restrict 
emerging findings. Stake’s (1995) view of case study is a more flexible design that 
allows major modification when carrying out the research. According to Stake (1995), 
case study researchers need to develop a set of two or three issue questions (research 
questions) that will “help structure the observation, interviews, and document review” 
(p. 20). Merriam (2001) gives clear guidelines and advice to identify the theoretical 
framework from the review of the relevant literature that will guide the research. 
Merriam discusses detailed steps in designing qualitative research, including 
reviewing relevant literature, developing a theoretical framework, identifying a 
research problem, sharpening the research questions, and selecting a sample for data 
collection (purposive sampling). I followed these steps; yet, I also found Yin’s use of 
propositions was helpful to my research because the theoretical propositions (derived 
from the literature review) reflected important theoretical issues and directed me 
“where to look for relevant evidence” (Yin, 2009, p. 28). Theoretical propositions 
helped make sure that data essential to answer the research questions were not missed. 
In other words, the use of theoretical propositions derived from the literature review 
helped sharpen the data collection tools for the focus of the study and ensure sufficient 
data were collected. For example, they helped focus the questions to be asked during 
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the interview with participants. Thus, the propositions underlying the research 
questions governed the decisions about data sources and collection methods. 
3.3.3. Challenges of the design 
One of the challenges of a case study is that its results may be limited to describing the 
phenomenon (Merriam, 1988). TT-SET augmented with POT described in this thesis 
was the first study of the implementation of TT-SET coupled with a systematic 
voluntary reciprocal POT process in the selected university. There were only 11 
participants forming five pairs and a group of three (i.e., one academic was paired with 
two peers). Because POT was not already embedded in the culture of the university 
and there were no incentives to encourage academics’ participation, the researcher 
believed it could be difficult to access a large number of participants. However, its 
strength may outweigh its limitations. A case study “offers a mean of investigating 
complex social units consisting multiple variables of potential importance in 
understanding the phenomenon” (Merriam, 1988, p. 32). The study involved multiple 
data collection methods, through which data are triangulated for reasonable 
interpretation of the phenomenon. Triangulation is a means of providing a rich 
description of the phenomenon. 
The second challenge is that because it is desirable to provide rich, thick description 
of the phenomenon, I believed that the data collection process should be more than 
one semester. However, I was unable to have more than one semester to collect data 
for the study. This is because of the reality of the research context: academics were 
overwhelmed with workload and it was impossible to ask them to join in a long 
process. One semester of participation in the research was reasonable to them. That is 
why the study was conducted in only one semester. This is one of the limitations of 
the study. So, this study was an initial investigation to indicate if the implementation 
of the intervention process is appropriate in the university context. It can be used as a 
basis for further research into the area. 
The next concern is that the quality of the case study depends on the sensitivity and 
integrity of the researcher because he/she is the instrument of data collection and 
analysis and his/her bias can affect the interpretations of findings (Merriam, 1988). 
The study is interpretive and depends on the researcher’s interpretation. Therefore, 
personal bias needs to be made explicit. In section 3.5, I present my self-examination 
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of assumptions and personal bias to prepare for the research, including information on 
my background and reasons for doing the work. 
The final concern is that the use of propositions to focus data collection may give 
readers the impression that it contradicts the inductive approach of analysis. Thus, the 
rationale for them is made explicit in section 3.3.2.3. In addition, the danger of using 
propositions may affect the nature of the study if the researcher uses them during the 
data analysis stage. I separated the self from the propositions stated in the early stage 
of data collection by using an inductive approach to data analysis. 
3.4. Design of the study: case study design 
Research designs are considered as “logical” plans, not “logistics” plans, with the 
meaning that they guarantee that the data collected and the strategies for analysing 
them address the intended research questions (Yin, 2011). There are no fixed designs 
in qualitative research, so researchers can make various choices to customise a design 
that best fits their study. A single case study (a programme case study with embedded 
cases) (Stake, 2006) was chosen to capture factors influencing the implementation of 
TT-SET and POT as well as teachers’ perceptions of its impact and the changes they 
displayed. In order to guide and direct my thinking and action relating to the scope of 
the study and methods of data collection and analysis in the design process, I referred 
to the five components that Yin (2009) suggested a case study research design should 
have: the study’s questions, its propositions, its units of analysis, the logic linking data 
to the propositions, and the criteria for interpreting the findings. This section describes 
the logic of the design by presenting the case selection and the units of analysis, and 
the links between the initial theoretical propositions in relation to the research 
questions, and the sources of data. 
3.4.1. Case selection 
3.4.1.1. The case 
Stake (1995) depicts the case as “a specific, a complex, functioning thing” (p. 2). 
Merriam (2001) sees “the case as a thing, an entity, a unit around which there are 
boundaries” (p. 27). The case can be a person, a programme, a group, a specific policy 
and so on. According to Merriam a qualitative case study is “an intensive, holistic 
description and analysis of a bounded phenomenon such as a program, an institution, 
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a person, a process, or a social unit” (p. viii). Merriam’s perspective aligns with Miles’ 
and Huberman’s (1994) definition of the case “as a phenomenon of some sort 
occurring in a bounded context” (p. 25). When a phenomenon of interest can be 
specified and its boundaries (of what will be inquired) can be drawn, then it can be a 
case. Thus, the case for this study is the implementation of TT-SET augmented with 
POT in a Vietnamese university. Exploring how the intervention impacts on 
academics’ pedagogical reasoning also means examining what changes occur and what 
mechanism leads to the changes. Also, the participants in this study teaching in the 
same context selected their own peer for POT, so they are embedded units within this 
single case (Baxter & Jack, 2008). 
3.4.1.2. Units of analysis 
There has been confusion in the literature about the term units of analysis. “The unit 
of analysis, or ‘the case’, can be an individual, a program, an institution, a group, an 
event, a concept” (Merriam, 1988, p. 44), which implies that the case and the studied 
phenomenon are the same. The determinant of the case is “what it is you want to be 
able to say something about at the end of the study” (Patton, 2002, p. 229), and Patton 
advocated that “cases are units of analysis” (p. 447). Yin (2009) also considers units 
of analysis as cases. However, he states that units of analysis can be defined one way 
though the studied phenomenon is actually defined in a different way. This definition 
implies that units of analysis and cases are different. Yin suggests that units of analysis 
will emerge when the primary research questions are specified. The above definitions 
create confusion in distinguishing the unit of analysis from the case, and are not useful 
to my study. I found Grünbaum’s (2007) description more useful. Grünbaum (2007) 
disambiguates the unit of analysis and asserts that “the unit of analysis is identical with 
the knowledge that key informants can provide the researcher with” (p. 88).Therefore, 
the “case” in this study is the TT-SET augmented with POT – the process/programme, 
while the unit of analysis is the perception (the knowledge) that the academics of 
Business English (the key informants) had on the implementation of the intervention, 
regarding their pedagogical reasoning (with a focus on reflection on practice). This 
differentiation aligns with the definition of the case study, a single case study with 
embedded cases. This intervention process was investigated in a Vietnamese tertiary 
education institution. 
  
87 
 
3.4.1.3. Sample selection 
Qualitative research usually involves “small samples of people, nested in their context 
and studied in-depth” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 27). Purposive sampling was used 
to select “the most productive sample to answer the research question” (Marshall, 
1996, p. 523). The type of sampling used in this study was what Merriam (2001) calls 
nonprobability sampling, often employed in qualitative research. The most common 
form of this type is purposive or purposeful sampling (Patton, 1990). I decided that the 
use of this sampling method can help me learn the most from the sample (Merriam, 
2001) and select information-rich (embedded) cases which can be studied in depth 
(Patton, 1990). I selected the academics of business English in one department because 
this homogeneous sample (Patton, 2002) enabled me to describe “the experiences of 
subgroups of people who share similar characteristics” (Mertens, 2005, p. 318). This 
choice is called convenience sampling (Patton, 2002) because these participants were 
accessible to me in terms of my experience and understanding of the academics and 
the research context. 
In order to choose the sample I wanted, I first determined a list of criteria which were 
essential to the study (Merriam, 2001). These were academics who: (1) had both 
teaching and research responsibility, (2) taught business English, (3) had at least three 
years’ teaching experience, (4) had a masters’ degree, (5) taught in the same 
department. The participants will be described in section 4.2. 
These criteria reflect the purpose of the study. Criteria 1, 2, 4, and 5 reflect the 
assumption that colleagues who share similar characteristics can be supportive of each 
other in POT. Another reason is that the academics could easily work together because 
they know each other and come from the same department. When they teach the same 
subject, it is easy for them to understand the nature and focus of teaching in order to 
give useful feedback. It was the first time POT was carried out in the university. If I 
approached academics from different disciplines and departments, I may not have 
found participants easily. Criterion 3 shows the intent to explore the perceived impact 
of POT on more experienced academics, which as a group have not previously been 
formally studied in Vietnam. The review of the literature on POT in Vietnamese 
tertiary institutions suggests that previous studies have focused on beginner academics. 
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3.4.2. Propositions in accordance with the research questions 
This section outlines the propositions following the research questions. 
Main question: In the context of a Vietnamese university, how does TT-SET 
augmented with POT impact on academics’ pedagogical reasoning? 
Proposition 1: The process of getting students’ and peers’ feedback with classroom 
visits and debriefing sessions will enable academics to make their personal theory of 
practice explicit. This assumption derives from the formative uses of SET (e.g., 
Ramsden, 2003; Winchester & Winchester, 2011) and POT (e.g., Barnard et al., 2011; 
Peel, 2005; Atkinson & Bolt, 2010) (see sections 2.5.2 and 2.6.3.1). 
Proposition 2: Feedback from students and peers will promote learning about teaching, 
especially pedagogical content knowledge, because it will facilitate reflection and 
reflective practice. This assumption derives from possible effects of SET and POT on 
teachers’ learning (e.g., Belluigi, 2013, Donnelly, 2007; Shortland, 2010, 2004; 
Hendry, Bell, & Thomson, 2013) (see sections 2.5.2 and 2.6.3.1). 
Proposition 3: Academics will use formative feedback from their students and peer to 
inform their practice or guide and direct changes to their practice for teaching 
improvement. This assumption derives from possible effects of feedback from students 
and colleagues in academics’ action for current and future practice (e.g., Brookfield, 
A. Bell & Mladenovic, 2008; M. Bell & Cooper, 2011, Bell, 2001) (see sections 2.4.2 
and 2.6.3.2). 
There are three sub-questions: 
Sub-question 1: What is the perceived impact of TT-SET augmented with POT on 
academics’ practice, beliefs, and attitudes? 
Proposition 4: If academics target the areas of their teaching for consideration, they 
will be intrinsically motivated to refine their practice (single-loop learning) and rethink 
and restructure their assumptions about teaching (double-loop learning). It is assumed 
from the argument in section 2.5.3 that when teachers decide the aspects of their 
teaching to be considered, they may have a sense of autonomy which may contribute 
to their motivation to take action (see section 2.3.2). Teachers’ learning is assumed to 
fall into single-loop or double-loop learning (Argyris & Schon, 1974).  
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Proposition 5: If the TT-SET augmented with POT brings positive effects, the 
academics will be aware of their beliefs and attitudes about their capacity. This 
assumption derives from the reasoning of possible effects of TT-SET (see section 
2.5.3) and POT (e.g., increasing confidence or self-efficacy (Barnard et al., 2011; Bell 
& Cooper, 2011; Hendry & Oliver, 2012)) (see section 2.6.3.3). 
Sub-question 2: What are academics’ perceptions of the effectiveness of TT-SET 
augmented with POT for promoting their reflection in the process of pedagogical 
reasoning? 
Proposition 6: The process will help academics promote self-evaluation and 
integration of teaching theory and practice. This proposition derives from reports 
suggesting that teachers through POT (e.g., discussing and seeking valuable feedback 
on teaching with peers) may examine their current practice and a possibility for 
improvement (e.g., Cairns et al., 2013; Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014) (see section 
2.6.3.1). 
Sub-question 3: What are possible challenges to the implementation of TT-SET 
augmented with POT in Vietnam’s context? 
Proposition 7: Teachers’ perception of student feedback validity and reliability may 
hinder their use for teaching improvement. This is assumed from reports suggesting 
that students are not regarded as skilled assessors because of their lack experience, 
knowledge, and perspective (e.g., Arthur, 2009; Dung & Mcinnis, 2002; Richardson, 
2005) and student feedback is distorted (Yao & Grady, 2005) (see section 2.5.4). 
Proposition 8: POT may face challenges such as teachers’ lack of motivation, 
knowledge and skills, and resources for POT. This assumption derives from reports 
that teachers may feel unwilling to join POT (e.g., Byrne et al., 2010), anxious and are 
not familiar with POT (e.g., Cairns et al., 2013; Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014), and do 
not have much time available for POT (e.g., Adshead, White, & Stephenson, 2006; 
Barnard et al., 2011) (see section 2.6.5). 
The way each proposition was addressed by data collection tools is shown in section 
4.3.2. 
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3.5. The researcher’s position 
SET and supervisory teaching observations had randomly been carried out at the study 
university. These tools did not affect the participants because SET was collected but 
its results were not returned to academics, and the observations was randomly 
conducted without explicit policies and structure (e.g., a few random supervisory 
observations a year which were not experienced by the study participants) (see section 
4.1 for the research context). The recent application of SET and random teaching 
observation by leaders in the university and my search for academic professional 
development processes led me to develop an interest in the use of TT-SET and POT 
for academics’ reflection on teaching. This study is interpretive in nature, so it is 
necessary for me to keep focused on my positioning as a researcher. 
It is important to consider the researcher’s background and perspectives in doing 
research – reflecting the reality. Research is filtered via the logical choice of literature 
review, well-developed research questions, and intuitive interpretation of findings. 
Although all possible attempts are made to ensure the credibility of the conclusions, 
the research’s nature is unavoidably affected by the researcher. I cannot separate 
myself from the research activities in which I am intimately involved; which means 
“no research is free of the biases, assumptions, and personality of the researcher” 
(Sword, 1999, p. 277). This is because the work is interpretive in nature, and for 
qualitative researchers, “of all the roles, the role of interpreter and gatherer of 
interpretations, is central” (Stake, 1995, p. 99). Therefore, for the study to be credible, 
it is necessary to discuss the researcher’s position. Researcher’s positioning may 
include personal characteristics such as personal experiences, beliefs, bias, 
preferences, theoretical, political and ideological stance, and emotional responses to 
participants (Berger, 2013; Cutcliffe, 2003). According to Berger, it may affect access 
to the field, the nature of researcher-researched relationship, and the interpretations of 
findings and conclusions. It is necessary for the researcher to address the potential or 
actual effects of his position (Horsburgh, 2003).Thus, reflexivity, “active 
acknowledgement by the researcher that her/his own actions and decisions will 
inevitably impact upon the meaning and context of the experience under investigation” 
(Horsburgh, 2003, p. 309), is important for monitoring such effects (Berger, 2013). 
Following is the description of myself as an emerging researcher and academic of 
English in terms of values, beliefs, knowledge, and biases. 
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My perspective of the world has been shaped by experiences including observations, 
conversations, formal professional training, and reading. For example, observing a 
colleague teaching vocabulary, I realised that she preferred using bilingual word lists 
to using contexts for explaining word meanings although she said students could grasp 
word meanings better when she provided their context of use. She explained that her 
students wished to know the word meanings in Vietnamese. Therefore, I have learnt 
that what people do might be different from what they say, and they may have different 
theories for what they say and what they do. Another example for reading and training 
is that I had taught semantics which helped me learn that, in communication, people 
may mean something different from the denotative meanings of their words or acts 
(e.g., smiling or keeping silence to show disagreement). This means that I may need 
different data to know the meaning people truly want to communicate. 
My approach to research has been influenced by reading and a desire to gain 
knowledge in both quantitative and qualitative research methods. I have undertaken 
quantitative studies to achieve a Master of Arts in TESOL (Teaching English to 
Speakers of Other Languages) and a Bachelor of Arts in Finance and Banking, and I 
have read materials on qualitative studies. I have developed logical and intuitive ways 
of thinking to identify factors from data (e.g., asking why some idea was repeated by 
the participant, what is missing, etc.), which influenced the methodology and analysis. 
My approach to the data is influenced by the assumption that knowledge is socially 
constructed. This assumption is informed by my socio-cultural understanding of 
language teaching (i.e., teaching English as a foreign language) and learning in the 
Vietnamese context. For example, I believe that there are contextual interrelated 
factors (e.g., low pay, limited time, heavy workload, and poor teaching facilities) 
impacting on academics’ learning about teaching and action. This belief is considered 
when I establish arguments and interpretations of the data. 
Additionally, my own experience of TT-SET augmented with POT led me to want to 
explore aspects of this intervention. I have taught English at several tertiary education 
institutions for 11 years and have been in charge of quality assessment (as an adjunct 
to support the quality assurance and assessment unit from 2009 to 2011), research, and 
a teaching cohort in the department for five years (as a coordinator to support 
academics to follow the agenda of research projects we were doing, arrange training 
sessions, or group meetings where academics shared their teaching ideas). I myself 
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used to collect informal student feedback, participate in POT, and coordinate 
academics in POT. The experiences offered me understanding of English language 
academics’ realities and the use of SET and POT for teaching improvement. These 
experiences could benefit my data analysis and interpretation of findings thanks to my 
knowledge of the research context. My interest in doing research on the use of TT-
SET and POT for improvement of tertiary teaching quality derived from our first 
attempt at POT for the departmental academics in 2007 and recent use of SET for 
teaching evaluation. I was the coordinator for the teaching cohort and the process of 
the SET survey in the department. Therefore, I perceived the value of a collaborative 
teaching environment for English language academics to respond to SET and POT. 
These experiences contributed to my assumption that when academics regularly view 
their teaching through students’ and colleagues’ lenses, they may gain knowledge 
about teaching. In addition, by developing the propositions, the researcher makes 
explicit all the preconceptions about the intervention process: surfacing expectations 
whether the process works or not. I also predicted possible enabling factors and 
challenges to the use of the student feedback and POT. However, my deep 
understanding of the research context and the participants could be a limitation in a 
way that I could ignore providing sufficient data during analysis or siding with the 
participants in reporting the data. Therefore, I took this into account during data 
collection and analysis by taking notes about the premises of my decisions or thinking 
with use of a researcher journal. 
I believe it is important that English language academics engage students in the 
learning process through: 
 considering the students’ discipline (or major) and their youth culture 
associated with their psychological patterns; 
 encouraging critical and creative thinking, enthusiasm in learning new things, 
conceptual understanding, and collaborative learning; 
 having high expectations of students’ learning outcomes and building a strong 
learning relationship with individual students; 
 encouraging self-study and reflection on learning by giving students 
constructive feedback of progress as well as other support; 
 and using diversified teaching approaches. 
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My views about teaching could affect the analysis of video-recordings of academics’ 
actual teaching, and this is addressed by using peer debriefing. 
It is my belief that academics’ conscious pedagogical reasoning where reflection is the 
key aspect may lead to enhanced practice. For reflection on teaching through students’ 
and colleagues’ perspectives, I had previously designed my own SET form and joined 
in informal POT. In my case these activities have led to my deeper understanding of 
pedagogical theories that constitute a higher level of expertise in professional learning 
and practice. However, for deeper learning and effective actions to occur, it requires 
the necessary prerequisites such as knowledge and skills for reflection, external 
support, and appropriate attitudes for reflection. There are also other challenges. If 
teachers do not have motivation to learn from peers, they will not join in POT. This 
lack of motivation may result from their perception of the value and nature of the 
process as well as whether it is worth spending their time. In addition, I recognised a 
link between my own learning experiences and the use of the reflective model, the 
model of pedagogical reasoning and action, and social learning theory. The models 
align with my beliefs, and they seemed to be the logically appropriate choice for the 
area of study. 
Furthermore, I knew each of the participants, some of which have been my peer 
colleagues for years. Having an established relationship with the participants had 
ethical and research/interpretive validity implications, which were considered and are 
discussed with other ethical issues in section 4.5. 
I have invested my time and effort in the project for mostly four years by conducting 
intensive literature review, constructing a theoretical framework, identifying a 
research problem, sharpening the research questions, and selecting a sample for data 
collection. I had examined the instrumentality of case study for my research and 
decided which approach to case study would align with my epistemology orientation. 
My intention in this research project was to provide an understanding of the 
implementation of TT-SET augmented with POT for academics’ reflection and 
changes to their teaching. Readers can see how academics perceive and respond to the 
use of students’ and colleagues’ lenses as prompts for reflection in their teaching 
process in the context of a Vietnamese university and if readers could use this model 
for their own context by considering contextual issues presented in the thesis. 
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In conclusion, reflexivity – a major strategy for enhancing the quality of qualitative 
research (Berger, 2013) – is a way to scrutinise the researcher’s lens. Being reflexive 
is to examine my own position with the study and its effects on the research context, 
the participants, the questions being asked, the data and their interpretation. In order 
to maintain my reflexivity, several strategies were used during data collection process, 
transcribing process, analysis and interpretation, such as member checking, 
triangulation, peer debriefing (peer review), and a researcher journal, which are 
discussed in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 4. Research method 
This chapter looks at the research method. First the study’s context is introduced and 
followed by a description of the participants. Then, it describes the research procedure. 
Finally, trustworthiness and ethical issues are discussed. 
4.1. Institutional and programme context 
The study university is among the high-quality tertiary education institutions in Ho 
Chi Minh City, a big city in the south of Vietnam. It has about 350 academics and 
administrative staff. In 2014, the number of students was about 7,500, ranging from 
undergraduate to postgraduate levels. The study institution’s organisation includes the 
Board of Rectors as top management which administers faculties, departments and 
centres. The Department of Foreign Languages is responsible for teaching Business 
English to all students. It is regarded as a supporting unit. With a large number of 
students, the department has to employ part-time academics in addition to a small 
number of tenured English language academics. Therefore, most tenured academics in 
the department often have a heavy schedule because they not only have to work full 
time in their institution, but also work part time to earn more. 
Designing the Business English programme is the responsibility of the head of 
department and academic staff. This programme is required to conform to the national 
programme framework. A major Business English textbook is used with exercise 
books on the Test of English for International Communication. The programme is 
divided into two stages (general stage and professional stage), each of which has 180 
periods (one period is equal to 45 minutes) distributed equally over three semesters. A 
course for each semester lasts 60 periods (i.e., 45 hours) over ten weeks, arranged into 
20 teaching sessions (with three periods per session and two sessions on two different 
days per week). The department also assigns lead academics who are responsible for 
giving the final test after each course. 
The number of students in each class may vary from 15 to 50. Academics have to 
prepare the mid-term and final tests which then are sent to lead academics who 
synthesised these tests to make a common test for each course. There are more female 
academics than male in the department. 
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SETs and teaching observations have been used in the university. The university has 
designed its own standard SET questionnaires used for all academics across different 
majors (disciplines). These standard SETs are officially used for administration as they 
provide information for management only. They are not used for formative purposes, 
so I believe they may not serve as valuable information for academics to improve 
teaching. Teaching observations such as POT were informally implemented among 
peer academics of the Department of Foreign Languages once in 2007. Yet, none of 
the participants experienced such observations. In addition, I attempted TT-SET and 
POT in 2007 to inform my own teaching, which did not involve the participants. 
Recently, teaching observations have been resumed when a departmental, or faculty, 
or even institutional leader (such as Head of the department, Dean, or Vice-rector) 
makes an impromptu visit to any class (without informing academics in advance about 
the observation) in order to observe an academic teach. This kind of teaching 
observation is supervisory rather than formative. It may make academics feel that they 
are supervised and puts them under pressure, and they do not get much information 
from the observation for improving teaching. Therefore, I would like to examine the 
forms of SET and POT for formative purposes which allow academics freedom to 
choose what they need. I assume that academics respond to formative SET and POT 
more positively than the summative or supervisory versions. 
4.2. The participants 
The following steps allowed me to approach the participants. First of all, I made an 
appointment with the rector of the study university to describe the study and ask for 
his informed consent to conduct the research. Next, I also worked with the 
departmental head who could support me to contact potential participants (some of 
which have been my colleagues as mentioned in section 3.5), and arrange fieldwork 
for data collection. I contacted the potential participants via email and telephone to 
invite them to participate in the study. When they volunteered to participate, I arranged 
a meeting with them to seek their informed consent as participants in the study. I 
contacted 10 tenured (i.e., on a permanent or long-term contract) academics in the 
department with an intention to form five pairs. They all agreed to participate. 
However, five of them then withdrew because some said they were busy while the 
others were uncomfortable with an observer in their classroom. Consequently, I 
emailed three more tenured and four non-tenured (i.e., on a temporary or short-term 
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contract) academics and invited them to participate in the study. It should be noted that 
these non-tenured are academics from other universities that were teaching part-time 
in the selected university. I had 12 volunteers, but then one withdrew from the study. 
Therefore, there were 11 female participants. These participants were experienced in 
the use of SET, compulsory POT or informal POT which were different from the 
formative and carefully structured TT-SET and POT in this study. 
The participants were eleven English language academics, seven of whom were 
tenured and the other four were non-tenured. They were all involved in the same 
programme: teaching Business English. The criteria for selection was presented in 
section 3.4.1.3. Each academic selected a peer from among the participating academics 
for reciprocal POT, making up four pairs and a group of three peers as described in 
Table 4.1. The selection of participants stemmed from the assumption that academics 
with similar academic responsibilities would be supportive of one another in reflection 
on teaching (see the criteria in section 3.4.1.3). One of the goals of purposeful selection 
that Maxwell (2005, p. 89) mentioned is to achieve “typicality of the setting, 
individuals, or activities” that provide more in-depth data. 
Table 4.1. The peers for peer observation of teaching3 
Peer pairing Participants Age range Experience 
(years) 
Qualifications Employment 
An – Binh; 
Binh – Cuc 
An 41-45 20 MA non-tenured 
Binh 26-30 5 MA non-tenured 
Cuc 31-35 8 MA tenured 
Dieu – En 
Dieu 36-40 13 MA tenured 
En 31-35 11 MA non-tenured 
Phung – Giang 
Phung 26-30 6 MA tenured 
Giang 36-40 14 MA tenured 
Hang – Nga 
Hang 26-30 5 MA tenured 
Nga 36-40 13 MA tenured 
Dang – Khoa 
Dang 26-30 3 MA tenured 
Khoa 26-30 6 MA non-tenured 
 
The academics’ students (approximately from 15 to 40 students in each class) were 
those in direct contact with instructional activities, so they could detect any changes in 
the academics’ practice. These students were not participants of the study; they just 
provided feedback on academics’ teaching. Their feedback on teaching practice, a 
valuable source of data, was collected via TT-SETs. The results of early-term TT-SET 
                                            
3 Pseudonyms were used for the participants. 
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were used by teachers to guide their practice with targeted areas for improvement 
while the end-of-term TT-SET was used to examine whether there were changes in 
student ratings. 
4.3. Research procedure 
4.3.1. Data collection 
In order to gain insight into the complexity and entirety of the case, it is necessary to 
collect data from multiple sources (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995; Yin, 2009). I found it 
useful to follow Yin’s (2009) three principles of data collection:  (1) using multiple 
sources of evidence (for the purpose of triangulation), (2) creating a case study 
database (for managing data and increasing the credibility of the case study), and (3) 
maintaining a chain of evidence (for establishing the connections between the research 
questions, the data, and the conclusions).  
The research question, theoretical framework, and the propositions outlined in Chapter 
3 guided how data were collected for individual participants. First, participants had 
their own TT-SET, which was delivered early in the course for their targeting teaching 
aspects to be observed and improved. The same TT-SET was delivered at the end of 
the course for detecting changes in student ratings as an indication of whether students 
perceived any changes. The next source of data was from POT protocols which 
provided data on academics’ pedagogical reasoning, particularly the reflection 
process. The debriefing process after POT also provided information on academics’ 
decisions on practice, beliefs, and attitudes. The purpose of the study focuses on their 
perception of the intervention, so interviews were a tool to gain deep understanding of 
their perception of the impact, enabling factors and challenges of the intervention. 
Video-recordings of actual teaching before, during, and after POT provided data for 
independent analysis. The video-recordings were not intended to measure academics’ 
teaching effectiveness, but as an informal tool to detect their planned changes. It was 
used to see if academics did what they planned as reported in their pre-observation 
form and peer observer’s feedback form. It was developed on academics’ aspirations 
and their planned changes.  
This section presents the data collection methods and stages (see Figure 4.1 and Table 
4.2 for overview). 
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4.3.1.1. Data collection methods 
Academics’ reflection in the process of pedagogical reasoning is a complex process 
influenced by individual and contextual factors, so data collected from various 
instruments complemented each other and helped to portray the diversity and multiple 
dimensions of the selected academics’ instructional practices. A case study design 
allows an examination of a wide range of evidence (Evans, 2011). Moreover, “the 
analysis task is to reach across multiple data sources” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 
8). Therefore, this study used complementary data collection methods including: early-
term and end-of-term TT-SETs; video-recordings of academics’ actual teaching 
before, during, and after POT; peer observation protocols; debriefing; interviews; 
member checking; and researcher journal. 
TT-SETs 
Both early-term and end-of-term SETs were the same and tailored by each academic 
from an inventory of SET items (see APPENDIX A). This inventory covered a wide 
domain of factors evaluating teaching effectiveness. The pool of SET items was 
adapted from several SET questionnaires including Student Feedback on Teaching 
developed by the Centre for Academic Development, Victoria University of 
Wellington and Students’ Evaluation of Educational Quality (SEEQ) developed by 
Marsh (1982). The questionnaire developed by Victoria University of Wellington 
contains both compulsory and optional parts, including fixed and open-ended 
questions. This questionnaire was based on Ramsden’s (2003) six principles of 
effective teaching in higher education: interest and explanation, concern and respect 
for students and student learning, appropriate assessment and feedback, clear goals and 
intellectual challenge, independence, control and engagement, learning from students 
(Jones, personal communication, 3 March 2015). The validity of this SET has been 
establised since a study by Clift, Hall, and Turner (1989). The one developed by Marsh 
(1982) covers a wide range of teaching aspects. Marsh’s questionnaire is a well-
established one with multi-dimensions that has been tested and used in many 
universities. It is clear for academics. According to Marsh, this SEEQ measures nine 
distinct components of teaching effectiveness which were identified in both student 
ratings and academics’ self-evaluations of their own teaching. Its reliability is good 
and the ratings have been validated with little impact from suspected sources of bias. 
Therefore, the questions in the inventory have been chosen with strong rationale: 
100 
 
Marsh’s (1982) SEEQ has been well tested for many years and Victoria’s 
questionnaire based on Ramsden’s work with its validity tested (Clift et al., 1989). 
Before the start of the course, the researcher met each academic individually and gave 
guidelines on how they could choose items from this inventory. The aim of providing 
such a wide ranging choice is that teachers could identify areas that they wanted 
feedback on through tested questions that had been used effectively in other 
universities. Their TT-SET questionnaire includes both compulsory and optional parts 
with fixed and open-ended questions. The compulsory part provides general 
information about their teaching and serves as a backup in case they could not identify 
what teaching aspects they need to be observed at the outset of the study. The 
academics chose items which focus on their targeted aspects from the inventory for 
their optional part. The meeting with the participants focused on eliciting their desired 
teaching areas for student feedback. After that, each participant had their 
individualised student feedback form. The results from this early-term TT-SET then 
served as the basis for peer observation. The intent of TT-SET was not to measure 
teaching effectiveness, but to provide student feedback on the academics’ targeted 
aspects of teaching. It is actually an informal form of student feedback. An example 
of an individualised TT-SET is included in APPENDIX B. 
These TT-SETs, using a five-point Likert scale and two open-ended questions, were 
completed anonymously by individual academics’ students. The early-term TT-SET 
was administered to students after four sessions. It was used to provide the 
participating academics with students’ view of their practice so that they could identify 
teaching aspirations. The academic administered the TT-SET, which then was 
processed and returned by the researcher so that the academic could use it for reflecting 
and planning changes that supported the design of the peer observer’s feedback form. 
The end-of-term TT-SET was also administered by the academic to see students’ view 
of teaching after the intervention. The result of the end-of-term TT-SET can be 
motivational for academics because they may expect and use it for their future 
reflection on practice. It was processed by the researcher and was triangulated with 
other data sources (e.g., videos and reflection reports). The early-term and end-of-term 
SET item ratings were compared to detect changes in student ratings of academics’ 
teaching.  
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Video-recordings 
Video-recordings were not used as a means of documenting actual impact of the 
intervention but as a means of verifying what participants perceived. These videos 
were used to verify academics’ perceived changes in classroom performance before, 
during, and after POT, and to gain understanding of academics’ reflection and actions 
(i.e., they were not intended to measure academics’ teaching effectiveness but as a tool 
to detect if they implemented their planned changes). The videos were for two 
purposes: (i) the academic could review their own teaching to elaborate what they 
discussed with their peer during debriefing; (ii) the researcher could gain insight into 
what was happening during the intervention and do an independent analysis of 
academics’ planned changes to teaching and their response to reflection. The video 
camera was focused on the academic, not the students. The first video-recording, 
conducted at the time the early-term TT-SET, was collected to capture academics’ 
practice before POT. The second video-recording, made at the time of the peer 
teaching observation, was used to detect how academics acted on the planned 
strategies informed by the pre-observation form. The third video-recording was 
conducted after the second teaching observation.  
The reviewers (both the researcher and his peer) of video-recordings played the role 
of an external observer, using the data from the three videos as a way of triangulation 
to examine if the academics actually reflected on teaching and did what they planned 
as reported in their pre-observation form and peer observer’s feedback form. It should 
be noted that the academics also viewed the videos sent from the researcher. 
Examining the academics’ teaching through the videos is a way of checking the 
reliability of these informants’ account and providing a rich description of their 
practice. A drawback of using a camera to record academics’ actual teaching may be 
that academics just do what they thought was expected just because the camera was 
there. However, the academics had a plan in advance for their teaching which was 
written in their reflection form. 
POT protocols 
Peer observation protocols were designed for reports on teaching observation and used 
as evidence for what was going on in the POT process. The POT protocol was used to 
guide the academics because they were first-time participants of the intervention. After 
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the early-term TT-SET was collected and processed, the results were given to 
academics. These results were to help them identify teaching areas that they wanted to 
improve. A pre-observation meeting was arranged for every pair of peers, and they 
were given a pre-observation form (see APPENDIX C) developed by the researcher 
which included questions on: areas in which their students wanted them to change; 
areas the academics felt they needed to improve and on which they needed feedback 
from a colleague, and strategies they would use as well as the reason for using them. 
The basis for the formation of this pre-observation form lies in the purpose of TT-SET 
and POT (i.e., based on the academics’ targeted aspects of teaching to be improved).  
The researcher adapted a pre-observation form developed by Chism (2007) by 
selecting the questions that suit this purpose. In addition to describing peer review of 
teaching comprehensively, Chism includes resources, sample forms and detailed 
instruction on conducting classroom observations and effective ways to document 
them. She provides detailed guidelines on POT in the process of peer review of 
teaching, including guidelines on preparation for POT, peer observation log, and 
reflective narrative. These guidelines are well-developed and appropriate for the 
purpose of POT in this study. For example, Chism’s guideline for peer observation for 
formative purposes includes narrative prompts for what is observed and suggestions 
for enhancement. The guideline is clear and relevant to the development of the peer 
observer’s feedback form in accordance with the purpose of POT in this study. 
Therefore, these forms were adapted to serve the purpose of POT. Because the study 
focuses on academics’ changes in pedagogical reasoning, the adapted POT protocols 
also included issues related to pedagogical reasoning. For example, the pre-
observation form includes questions of areas academics want to be observed and 
improve, the changes they are going to make and strategies. 
Based on the information on the pre-observation form, the pair of peers developed a 
peer observer’s feedback form which was used by the peer observer when observing 
their colleague’s teaching. This form consisted of items or areas of teaching for 
feedback agreed upon by both peers. In other words, the peer observer’s feedback form 
was developed based on what academics wanted to improve and wanted their peer to 
observe, thus during observation, the peer gave comments on these targeted areas and 
offered suggestions for changes (if any). 
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After the observation, a teacher’s reflection report form (see APPENDIX C), adapted 
from Chism (2007), was given to the academics. The basis for the development of this 
form lies in purpose of POT and the research questions. Thus, relevant questions from 
Chism’s reflective narrative were selected to form the teacher’s reflection form to 
explore the changes that had occurred in academics’ pedagogical reasoning. This 
reflection form included questions for academics’ reflection and their perception of 
the values of each step in POT, such as “What have you learned about your teaching 
as a result of this POT process? What will you definitely keep in your teaching 
repertoire? Why? Focus on 1-3 aspects of your teaching. What will you most likely 
change about your teaching approach? Why? How? What were especially useful and 
how may they lead to improvement of your classroom teaching. List any future agenda 
items that have emerged as a result of the POT process.” 
Debriefing after POT 
The debriefing session with both academics as a pair of peers was carried out after the 
academics had finished their first POT. The researcher was a facilitator of the 
debriefing to remind the academics to follow the POT protocols and stay focused 
during their limited time for debriefing. The guiding questions included “What do you 
think about the student feedback and how does it affect your choice of items for POT? 
What challenges have you faced and how can you improve your teaching? Why did 
you choose the items for POT? What changes in teaching are you going to make?” 
(see APPENDIX D). Questions were asked during their conversation about teaching 
to explore their perception of the intervention, their teaching beliefs, experience, and 
aspirations for improvement. These questions were based on the purpose of the 
debriefing and POT. As the pre-observation meeting provided a chance for academics 
to talk about what they wanted their peer to observe, the post-POT dialogue was about 
the changes they planned to make, why they wanted to make changes, on what basis 
they based their decisions, and any perceived impact of previous experience, training, 
etc. associated with TT-SET and POT. The purpose of these questions was to focus 
academics’ conversation. The audio-recording of the debriefing session was used to 
capture areas of reflection and learning in the process of pedagogical reasoning after 
POT and developmental strategies for instructional improvement. 
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Interviews 
A well-conducted interview is an effective way to collect rich data on people’s 
perspectives, attitudes, and the meanings underlying their lives and behaviours (Gray, 
2014). The purpose of interviewing is to help the researcher uncover what could not 
be observed, enter into the participants’ perspectives and discover the meaning 
attached to their own experiences (Merriam, 2001; Patton, 2002). Interviews were 
conducted with individual academics at the end of the course they were teaching to 
capture areas of reflection and learning in the process of pedagogical reasoning after 
the intervention, to gain deeper understanding of their behaviours, and to explore their 
perception of the value of TT-SET and POT for their reflection. The interviews aligned 
with the exploratory nature of this study because they were designed to “explain and 
account for the descriptive information” and address the questions ‘why’ and ‘how’ 
(Gray, 2014, p. 36).  
Interview questions were developed to align with the research questions and variables 
of interest emerging from the literature review. Open-ended semi-structured 
interviews, with a list of guiding interview questions about the research focus or issues, 
were used to gather data from the academics about their perceptions of the intervention 
process. In other words, the basis for forming these questions is informed by the issues 
to be explored (see APPENDIX E). These open-ended semi-structured interviews were 
used because of the assumption that “individual respondents define the world in unique 
ways” (Merriam, 2001, p. 74). They align with the interpretive nature of the study. The 
wording and order of the questions were altered according to the flow of each 
interview; this flexibility allowed the researcher “to respond to the situation at hand, 
to the emerging world view of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic” (Merriam, 
2001, p. 74). Additional questions were also developed for further information in case 
their answers needed further clarification. Thus, the interview guide contained several 
specified questions, some more open-ended questions (possible probes), and a list of 
issues to be explored. The individual interviews were conducted in Vietnamese, which 
guaranteed the participants’ understanding of content and ease in communication. 
Each interview lasted from 45 to 60 minutes. These interviewees were allowed 
sufficient time to think and answer each question and were asked to confirm the 
meaning they gave. The interviews were audio-recorded to preserve all information 
for analysis (Merriam, 2001). For a natural conversation, an appropriate climate for 
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the interview was created. Because all the participants were my colleagues and 
acquaintances, the interview started with questions for information about their work 
or family so that they could feel relaxed. The interviewer-interviewee relationship was 
made clear to the participants, so the credibility of responses can be maintained. This 
ethical dimension is discussed in section 4.5. 
Member checking 
For the credibility of information elicited during the interview, member checking was 
used. Member checking is one of the ways of enhancing the credibility of a qualitative 
study (Creswell & Miller, 2000). As Creswell and Miller described, data and 
interpretations are sent back to the study’s participants in order to “confirm the 
credibility of information and narrative account” (p. 127). During an interview, the 
researcher restated or summarised interview information and then questioned the 
participant to determine its accuracy. The interviews, which were conducted in 
Vietnamese, were transcribed by one person who signed a confidentiality agreement 
with the researcher (see APPENDIX F). These transcripts were then checked by the 
researcher for missing words, slang, or terminology mistaken by the transcriber 
because academics sometimes used English words in the interviews which made it 
difficult for the transcriber to follow. Then, data transcripts in Vietnamese were sent 
back to the participants for confirmation of their accuracy. Member checking was also 
employed for the logic models developed during data analysis, which summarises the 
participant’s experience of the intervention. They were sent back to them for 
clarification (i.e., the researcher asked them if they could understand the logic model 
and confirm the accuracy of the information presented). 
Researcher journal 
A researcher journal was used to keep a detailed record of the researcher’s own 
thoughts, and new ideas, reasons for decisions, and interpretations during the process 
of data collection and analysis. This was done to help reduce bias and capture 
important issues for later use. It was also used for keeping notes during the debriefing 
session and interviews. As Corbin and Strauss (2008) noted, “Field notes are data that 
may contain some conceptualization and analytic remarks” (pp. 123-124). The 
researcher journal was also used to note any new ideas that occurred and were useful 
for the analysis and discussion. 
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A summary of the data collection methods and purposes for this study is presented in 
Figure 4.1. 
 
Figure 4.1: Data collection methods 
4.3.1.2. Data collection stages 
Data collection activities were implemented through seven stages throughout one 
semester, including interventions. Although the timetable was set up in advance for 
the data collection process, the schedule changed when I reached the field. First, the 
course started and ran on for two weeks before Tet holidays (Lunar New Year, 
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important public holidays in Vietnam). After the three weeks, the course resumed. 
Second, a new regulation made the schedule flexible for academics in a way that they 
could lengthen the course to 12 weeks. Eventually, all the participants arranged their 
schedule for 12 weeks so long as they taught for 20 sessions. The actual data collection 
(as shown in Table 4.2) therefore changed as compared to the proposed one.  
Table 4.2: Collection stages of the case study 
Time Stages Intervention 
  guidelines on peer selection and TT-SET 
development for individual academics 
Week 1 Session 1   
Session 2   
Week 2 Session 3   
Session 4  early-term TT-SETs, pre-POT video-recording 
Lunar New Year holidays 
Week 3 Session 5   
Session 6  reciprocal POT1, while-POT video-recording 
Week 4 Session 7 
Session 8  post-POT debriefing 
Week 5 Session 9   
Session 10   
Week 6 Session 11   
Session 12   
Week 7 Session 13  reciprocal POT2, post-POT1 video-recording 
Session 14 
Week 8 Session 15 
Session 16 
Week 9 - 
Week 12 
Session 17 
Session 18   
Session 19  end-of-term TT-SETs 
Session 20  interviews with participants 
 
Stage 1 (before the start of the course): The researcher offered the participants 
guidelines on choosing a peer from the same discipline for POT (i.e., they chose their 
peer and then were invited to participate in the intervention) and developing a TT-SET 
questionnaire from an inventory of items carefully collected from well-established 
SETs.  
Stage 2 (Week 2 – Session 4): The academics were asked to distribute the self-tailored 
SET forms to their students for feedback on their teaching at the end of session 4. The 
researcher processed the data and produced the feedback results. The academics’ 
teaching was video-recorded. The video was sent to them to view. 
Stage 3 (Week 3 – Session 6): After receiving student feedback, the participants were 
oriented to a pre-observation meeting (recorded via a pre-observation form). They 
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planned their teaching and discussed the areas they wanted their peer to observe (by 
developing an observation form). 
The participants were guided to carry out the reciprocal POT process in session 6 or 7 
and were asked to be mindful of collegiality, confidentiality and purposeful 
enhancement of teaching quality. The observer was instructed to observe the teaching 
without obtrusiveness or interference. The academics attended each other’s teaching 
for the whole class session. The peer observers completed a peer observation form 
during or after the session. The academics’ teaching was video-recorded. The video 
was sent to them to view. 
The observed academic then received the confidential written feedback from their peer 
and had teaching dialogue with the person in a post-observation meeting so that the 
teacher could reflect on their teaching based on the feedback. Because the researcher 
was present at the debriefing, he committed to keep the confidentiality of the dialogue 
as well. 
Stage 4 (Week 4 – Session 7 or 8): The post-POT meeting was flexible and could be 
arranged immediately after POT or in week 8, depending on the availability of the peer 
academics. At the debriefing session, the researcher facilitated the discussion on 
teaching between the peers. The researcher also joined the discussion by asking the 
academics and their peers about the areas of practice they were going to change and 
what governed the changes they were going to make. 
Stage 5 (Week 7, 8, or 9 – Session 13-17): POT2 was carried out to see how the 
planned changes were made in the classroom. Because the academics had heavy 
workloads, they could not arrange the second POT after a week as the researcher 
planned, they participated in the reciprocal POT during week 7, 8, or 9, depending on 
their arrangement with the peer. The peer observer and the observed academic wrote 
their reports. The peers gave each other their observation reports. The academics’ 
teaching was video-recorded. The video was sent to them to view. 
Stage 6 (Week 11 – Session 19): The participants again delivered the same TT-SETs 
to students to see if there were changes in students’ ratings of teaching. 
Stage 7 (Week 12 – Session 20): Stage 7 was flexible, depending on the availability 
of the academics. After the participants finished their 20th teaching session, the 
researcher arranged time with individual academics for interviews. The researcher sent 
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the participants a list of the questions to provoke their thinking relating to the 
effectiveness of TT-SET augmented with POT and related issues to be explored. The 
list of questions was used as a guideline for the interview. The researcher interviewed 
the participants, using these questions as a guide to gain deeper understanding of their 
perceptions. 
4.3.2. Relationship of data to research questions and 
propositions 
This section shows the links between the data methods and the research questions with 
propositions. Table 4.3 shows how the sources generate data in relation to the research 
questions and the propositions. 
Table 4.3: The sources that generate data in relation to the research questions and the 
propositions 
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Main question: In the context of a 
Vietnamese university, how does TT-
SET augmented with POT impact on 
academics’ pedagogical reasoning? 
Proposition 1       
Proposition 2       
Proposition 3       
Sub-question 1: What is the 
perceived impact of TT-SET 
augmented with POT on academics’ 
practice, beliefs, and attitudes? 
Proposition 4       
Proposition 5       
Sub-question 2: What are academics’ 
perceptions of the effectiveness of 
TT-SET augmented with POT for 
promoting their reflection in the 
process of pedagogical reasoning? 
Proposition 6       
Sub-question 3: What are possible 
challenges to the implementation of 
TT-SET augmented with POT in 
Vietnam’s context? 
Proposition 7       
Proposition 8       
(*) See section 3.4.2 for details of each proposition 
4.3.3. Data analysis 
Merriam (2001) regards data analysis as “the process of making sense out of the data. 
Making sense out of data involves consolidating, reducing, and interpreting what 
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people have said and what the researcher has seen and read – it is the process of making 
meaning” (p. 178). The following analytic strategies and techniques were employed. 
Three of the four strategies proposed by Yin (2009) were used for data analysis. The 
first strategy was developing an embedded case description. The descriptive approach 
was used to describe the embedded cases and the complexity held within them (Yin, 
2009). This means this descriptive approach was used for describing 11 embedded 
cases and an overall pattern of complexity to describe and explain the nature of each 
teacher’s perceptions about the intervention and how these related to the teacher’s 
response and subsequent actions. The description included a range of themes, telling 
the story of the participant engaging in SET and POT. The analysis started with a 
description of participants’ experience of the intervention as the basis for a 
comprehensive understanding of the practice of TT-SET and POT as a whole.  
The second strategy used both qualitative and quantitative data because the data are 
related to an embedded case within the broader single case study and cover the 
outcomes of the intervention (Yin, 2009). In addition to qualitative data from the 
observation protocol (pre-observation forms, peer-observer’s feedback forms, 
teacher’s reflection report forms), debriefing and interview transcripts, and the 
researcher journal, the quantitative results of early-term TT-SET and end-of-term TT-
SET were compared using SPSS software to see if there were changes in students’ 
ratings of teaching. After calculating the mean scores and standard deviations from the 
early-term and end-of-term SETs, paired-samples t-tests were utilised to determine if 
the differences were significant (confidence interval is 95%, or alpha is equal to 0.05). 
The third strategy was examining rival explanations during cross-participant analysis. 
It is used to analyse the data for emerging themes and explain why there are differences 
(if any) between participants. Considering and ruling out other possible plausible 
explanations is a way to validate the findings. This can be achieved by providing 
sufficient evidence. It should be noted again that the literature on TT-SET and POT as 
formative lenses for teachers’ reflection was reviewed and discussed prior to 
conducting data collection to provide the researcher with insights into the development 
of intervention processes and a sound grounding in present debates, concerns, 
practices, and trends in the world including Vietnam. The review of literature served 
as a reference for discussion when analysed data were compared to confirm or refute 
the information from the literature.  
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The analytical techniques used in this study included logic models, cross-(embedded) 
case synthesis, and explanation building as proposed by Yin (2009). A logic model 
was developed during analysis to give a full picture of each participant’s experience 
of the intervention. The logic models were intended to show interconnection between 
the intervention and a certain outcome or sequence of outcomes. The logic model was 
basically a description and may not describe everything and may be in danger of being 
oversimplified. Readers may not see a full picture of the whole case because it is 
sometimes hard for them to make connections of elements presented in the logic 
models for individual participants (Merriam, 2001). Thus, cross-(embedded) case 
analysis would be useful. This cross-participant synthesis (using thematic analysis) 
was to complement the logic model. In using this kind of synthesis, it is suggested that 
“the examination of word tables for cross-case patterns will rely strongly on 
argumentative interpretations, not numeric tallies” (Yin, 2009, p. 160). Therefore, the 
data were organised to support plausible explanations for the outcomes of the 
intervention among the academics. The analysis across participants was used to answer 
the research questions. Then, explanation building resulted from seeking for the 
similarities and differences between and across the embedded cases. This study was 
exploratory (i.e., the goal is not to draw conclusions but to develop ideas for further 
research) (Yin, 2009). Explanation building was to examine other possible 
explanations identified during cross-participant synthesis, and the data were reviewed 
to see if there are any specific conditions to explain differences (if any) among 
participants.  
4.3.3.1. Analysis of individual participants 
Each individual participant’s experience of the TT-SET augmented with POT was 
reported following a similar format. While the theoretical framework to identify 
interconnections between important elements in the scope of the research emerged 
from the synthesis of the literature, a logic model was developed during the analysis 
of the individual participants nested in the single case study, providing a consistent 
format for analysis. Embedded in the logic model were the research questions, each of 
which included variables of interest (or themes). The logic model was designed to 
summarise the key beliefs and experience that may have affected the academic’s 
teaching practice and aspirations for teaching improvement. It also described various 
factors the academics experienced and that may have enabled or hindered their 
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reflection for improvement of teaching quality through the TT-SET augmented with 
POT. Following these enablers and barriers were academics’ new comprehension and 
action. Examining individual participants’ experience of the intervention helped gain 
understanding of the complexity of its implementation. The logic model was used to 
provide a framework for “thick” descriptions and deep understanding of the individual 
participants and to inform the thematic analysis that followed. 
4.3.3.2. Data coding and analysis procedures 
The data from the sources such as peer observation protocols, debriefing, interviews, 
and researcher journal were coded directly in Vietnamese to maintain their original 
meanings. Next, the data in Vietnamese were translated into English for phrases, 
sentences, or paragraphs to be directly quoted in the analysis and findings chapter in 
the thesis by the researcher, who has three years’ experience of translating. The 
researcher’s knowledge of translation and experience in translation contributes to the 
trustworthiness and objectivity (equivalence) of the translation. In addition, these 
translations were randomly checked for consistency by a peer who is fluent in 
Vietnamese and English. 
The process of data analysis followed the steps adapted from Creswell (2009) as shown 
in Figure 4.2. 
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Figure 4.2: Data Analysis in Qualitative Research adapted from Creswell (2009) 
The data analysis followed an inductive approach. First of all, I read through the TT-
SET results, POT protocols, debriefing and interview transcripts, and the research 
journal. I also listened to audio-recordings of the debriefing and interviews and 
watched all video-recordings of academics’ actual teaching. Reading and listening to 
the information allowed initial thoughts about organising and preparing the data for 
analysis. This initial stage of analysis offered me an overview of the whole before 
breaking data down into bits of information (Maxwell, 2005). This thorough review of 
the data allowed the data to be broken into meaningful parts or bits of information and 
assigned to codes. These multiple codes were compared and contrasted and sorted into 
groupings that have something in common (Merriam, 2001), forming groups of 
categories (e.g., enhanced reflection, perceived changes, enhanced confidence and 
efficacy, enhanced collaboration and collegiality). I also referred to the definition of 
related concepts from the literature and established their distinctive features in order 
to decide which quotes would fit into which categories. My judgment on which quotes 
that fit into the codes depended on not only the meaning of a single piece of 
information but also the meaning implied by the participants from varied data and 
114 
 
member checking. These descriptive categories allowed me to gain easy access to 
information in the analysis and interpretation phase (Merriam, 2009). At this early 
stage, I actually started examining themes across the categories (e.g., positive 
outcomes). By going through the data set multiple times and reviewing the coding, I 
formulated codes that were then condensed into categories and the themes were 
identified across categories. By reviewing data and coding many times – “a constant 
moving back and forward between the entire data set” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 86), 
I better grasped the categories or concepts that had emerged. Therefore, in some cases, 
new ideas developed and required additional coding, resulting in new categories and a 
re-analysis in the light of new themes. Again, themes across categories were then 
identified and grouped for common themes, which were assigned to conceptual labels 
that underpinned data interpretation. The analysis involved my intuitive, logical, and 
critical thinking with questions (e.g., How were the themes interrelated? How they 
answered the research questions? What aspects were being captured and what was 
missing? Which themes made meaningful contribution to the understanding what 
happened within the data?) (for examples of coding, see APPENDIX G). This 
inductive approach allowed the data to be constructed into themes (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994) independent of those initially identified from the literature review 
and the pre-determined propositions that had been used to shape the data collection 
plan. 
It is noted that the categories were then related to each other through combination of 
inductive and deductive thinking (Merriam, 2001). A large part of the qualitative data 
analysis was inductive. However, as the researcher progressed in analysing the data, 
“tentative categories, properties, and hypotheses continually emerge and must be 
tested against the data – that is, the researcher asks if there are sufficient data to support 
a certain category or hypothesis” (Merriam, 2001, p. 192). The construction of 
categories also reflected the focus of the study and the research questions (Merriam, 
2001). Therefore, when a category lacked sufficient data and was not related to the 
study focus, it would be left out. In addition, comparing the themes helped identify 
strong themes and the relationships between themes emerging across multiple data 
sources to organise them into categories and sub-categories (if any). When ideas fitted 
into a structure of generic relationship, the relationship of categories formed the layers 
of the analysis. These layers helped develop a report framework with the identified 
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categories or themes acting as headings or subheadings of the report (Stringer, 2007). 
The themes were analysed for individual participants and across participants. The 
analysis included answering the research questions across the participants in themes 
or variables of interest (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 
Exploring and refining the data analysis framework involved logical, intuitive, and 
critical thinking about the meaning, the applicability, the importance, and underlying 
connections between ideas. Discussion of interconnecting themes conveyed the 
findings of the analysis. Interrelating the findings or themes facilitated the 
interpretation of their meaning through comparing the findings with information from 
the literature and related theories, leading to consideration of whether these findings 
concurred or diverged from past information and whether new questions were raised 
by the data which had not been predicted. The analysis of individual participants, 
together with thematic analysis, allowed an exploration of how TT-SET augmented 
with POT facilitated academics’ reflection and action to improve teaching. This 
rigorous procedure of analysis ensured that the research questions were being fully 
addressed. Eventually, a summary was drawn as a result of the analysis and synthesis. 
4.3.3.3. Data management 
For data management and coding, the QRS NVivo 11 software programme was used 
because a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software “may serve as an able 
assistant and reliable tool” (Yin, 2009, p. 128). In this study, there were a lot of data 
from many data collection tools such as debriefing transcripts, interviews transcripts, 
POT protocols and researcher journal. NVivo made data easily retrievable. It 
facilitated a systematic way of storing the data, categorising them into topics, and 
coding them into themes under nodes. It helped to see the link between codes 
representing these themes and retrieve the data quickly. The software allowed changes 
(e.g., adding, merging, moving, coping, etc.) to be made to nodes when grouping or 
regrouping categories. A database for each participant was also created and arranged 
for analysis across participants. Carefully managing the data added rigour to the way 
they were processed, thus increasing research trustworthiness. Hard copies of POT 
protocols were stored in a flip folder while other electronic files including SPSS files 
of TT-SET results, audio-recordings of debriefing and interviews, and video-
recordings of actual teaching were retained in back-up files in my computer and 
portable hard drive. 
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4.4. Trustworthiness of the Study 
Trustworthiness of a study is essential to evaluating its worth (Lincoln & Guba, 
1985). To establish trustworthiness, it is necessary to: (1) enhance the confidence in 
the truth of the findings (i.e., credibility), (2) show that the findings are consistent and 
could be replicated (i.e., dependability), (3) clarify the extent to which the findings of 
a study are shaped by the respondents and not researcher biases (i.e., confirmability), 
and (4) show that the findings can be applied to other contexts (i.e., transferability). 
The following subsections will discuss the procedures to maintain the trustworthiness 
of the study. 
4.4.1. Credibility 
There is general consensus that qualitative researchers need to demonstrate the 
credibility of their research (Creswell & Miller, 2000). To enhance the credibility of 
qualitative research, a number of procedures have been used by researchers. Creswell 
(2009) suggested the employment of multiple strategies to maintain the accuracy of 
the research findings such as triangulation, member checking, external auditor 
reviewing, presenting negative and discrepant information, spending prolonged time 
in the field, using rich and thick description, being reflexive and clarifying bias, 
collaboration, and peer debriefing. Based on the nature of this study, several 
procedures were taken to enhance its credibility. 
First, rich and thick descriptions were used. This study was conducted with varied data 
sources from lecturers and students through different instruments (TT-SET forms, 
video-recordings, observation protocols, debriefing, interviews, and research journals) 
which then provided many perspectives about a theme. Second, triangulation was used. 
The benefit of the case study method for social inquiry is the facilitation of 
triangulation. Triangulation can be corroborative, or it can ensure that the whole 
picture is gained.  
Stake (1995) and Patton (2002), discussed four types of triangulation: data 
triangulation (the triangulation of data sources); investigator triangulation 
(triangulation from different evaluators); theory triangulation (triangulation of 
perspectives on the same data set); and methodological triangulation (triangulation of 
results from different methods). Data from the aforementioned sources (e.g., students 
and teachers) were compared and contrasted to ensure the logic of interpretation (i.e., 
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“to establish a high level of harmony between the participants’ expressions and the 
researcher’s interpretations of them” (Jensen, 2008b, p. 139)). Triangulating data 
across varied sources helps “build confidence in the precepts of a theoretical 
proposition” (Evans, 2011, p. 59).  
Different evaluators were also involved in interpreting the data. For example, in 
reviewing academics’ actual teaching in the video-recordings, a peer was invited to 
interpret the videos based on a defined guideline. A review sheet for video-recordings 
is included in APPENDIX H. A clearly-defined set of criteria was developed based on 
teachers’ targeted areas of improvement, and given to a peer reviewer who is an 
English language academic in order to find evidence supporting changes in areas 
targeted for improvement. Video reviewers played the role of external observer while 
reviewing videos. The purpose of the videos was to detect how academics acted on 
planned changes informed by the pre-observation form. The review is descriptive and 
used to complement other sources of data. The measure was developed based on what 
academics wanted to improve, their stated strategies (as presented in Part 1 of the video 
evaluation sheet), and things they learned from the first POT (Part 2). Then, the 
targeted items were listed again in Part 3 followed by prompt questions for evaluation 
(Part 3). Based on reading the three parts 1, 2, and 3, the video reviewer commented 
on academics’ teaching through the pre-POT, while-POT, and post-POT videos (Part 
4). Finally, he/she wrote overall comments on academics’ teaching. The reviewer 
through the video-recordings played his/her roles as an external observer who provided 
comments on the academics’ teaching. My peer and I reviewed the same videos. Then, 
the peer’s comments were compared with mine for the credibility of the data 
interpretation. This peer also cross-checked the researcher’s translation of direct 
quotes from participants. Advice from my supervisors was included in the 
interpretation of data, forming a type of investigator triangulation which enhances the 
reliability of the interpretation. The interpretation of the data set was made with 
reference to different theoretical perspectives from the literature review.  
Method triangulation strengthens data credibility and trustworthiness in qualitative 
research (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2009). The seven data methods were described in Figure 
4.1. In addition, another procedure to enhance credibility of interpretation is to self-
disclose the researcher’s assumptions, beliefs, and biases. This is researcher 
reflexivity, as presented in section 3.5. This allowed readers to understand the 
118 
 
researcher’s position and bracket the biases (Creswell & Miller, 2000). Finally, 
member checking was used when transcripts were sent back to participants for 
confirmation of their accuracy. The logic model that summarises participants’ 
experiences of the intervention was sent to them for confirmation. It is a way to make 
the information credible (Creswell & Miller, 2000). 
4.4.2. Dependability 
Dependability emphasises “the researcher-as-instrument and the degree to which 
interpretation is made in a consistent manner” (Baxter & Eyles, 1997, p. 517). It 
implies that if the researcher’s procedure and instruments to study a phenomenon are 
applied by others in similar research conditions, similar findings should be yielded 
(Given & Saumure, 2008). Baxter and Eyles (1997) stated that dependability, “the 
degree to which it is possible to deal with instability/idiosyncrasy and design-induced 
change…, includes the consistency with which the same constructs may be matched 
with the same phenomena over space and time” (p. 516). Baxter and Eyles also 
indicated that the dependability of interpretations in qualitative research can be 
threatened by poorly defined analytical constructs and premises and premature closure. 
The dependability of this case study was obtained by employing the same procedures 
of data collection and analysis (Yin, 2009) for all subjects/individual participants. For 
the accuracy of data collection and interpretation, all necessary information was 
preserved through researcher journals (including field-notes), video-recordings of 
teaching, and audio-recordings of interviews. Particularly, the researcher journal was 
used to remind me of new ideas that arrived during the analysis process. In addition, 
the interview transcripts, data descriptions, and data analysis (e.g., the logic model 
developed during analysis was sent back to participants in order to see if the 
interpretation reflects what participants meant) were verified by the actual participants 
(Patton, 2002). For data analysis, peer examination or debriefing was used to enhance 
the accuracy of the process of coding, identifying emerging themes, and interpreting 
data. As Suong (2008) stated, peer debriefing is a process whereby the researcher has 
a peer to probe his or her thinking around all or parts of the research process such as 
methodology, interpretation, and data analysis. The research findings and conclusions 
were shared with my colleagues, supervisors, and other experts in the field to detect 
problems such as misinterpretation, unconvincing explanations, and researcher bias. 
As described previously, for example, a colleague was invited to analyse the video-
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recordings of academics’ teaching and made a translation of the interview transcripts. 
This procedure for data collection and analysis should yield reliable and convincing 
findings. 
4.4.3. Confirmability 
Confirmability, the extent to which the research’s results are based on its purpose and 
not distorted by the researcher’s bias, contributes to the trustfulness of a study when 
assertions are verified (Jensen, 2008a). Baxter and Eyles (1997) stated: 
“Confirmability, similar to the conventional notion of objectivity, focuses attention on 
both the investigator and the interpretations” (p. 517). Confirmability requires the 
researcher to make explicit the potential sources of bias in his or her personal and 
professional information (e.g., experience, training, prior knowledge, values, beliefs, 
etc.) for the investigator, being the instrument in qualitative inquiry (Patton, 2002). My 
experiences, motivations, formal English language training, and perceptions of an 
English language academic in Vietnam might have affected the interpretation of data 
and the problem under study, so the researcher’s perspectives were made explicit (see 
section 3.5). To reduce researcher bias in this study, it was also necessary to consider 
these with critical self-reflection (Patton, 2002) by writing researcher journals to 
disclose my perspectives in collecting, interpreting, and analysing data (see section 
4.3.1.1). 
4.4.4. Transferability 
Transferability implies that a qualitative study’s results “can be transferred to other 
contexts and situations beyond the scope of the study context” (Jensen, 2008c, p. 887). 
For transferability to be enhanced, Jensen suggested that much attention should be paid 
to “how closely the participants are linked to the context being studied and the 
contextual boundaries of the findings” (p. 887). Therefore, the qualitative researcher 
is responsible for a comprehensive description of the study’s context so that readers 
can determine if the study’s results can be transferred to their context. The objective 
of this study was not to make generalisation of the research results to other populations 
or contexts. This study centred on in-depth understanding of a particular phenomenon; 
the value of qualitative research lies in the “particularity rather than generalizability” 
(Creswell, 2009, p. 193). Nevertheless, this thesis also provided rich, thick description 
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(Merriam, 1988) of the research context and methodology so that those interested in 
transferability can relate the study’s insights to similar research in their own context. 
4.5. Ethics 
Prior to the commencement of the study, the research proposal was sent to the Faculty 
of Education Ethics Committee, Victoria University of Wellington for ethics approval. 
This research has been assessed and approved by the Faculty of Education Ethics 
Committee, Victoria University of Wellington (No: SEPP/2012/88 RM 19615) (see 
APPENDIX I). It was essential to ensure ethical treatment of the research participants 
so that the study did not involve any deception and was not designed to be highly 
intrusive to their lives. Respect for the participants and sites needed to be shown 
(Creswell, 2009). Ethical principles were strictly kept throughout the research process.  
First of all, a letter and a written informed consent were sent to the rector (see 
APPENDIX J and APPENDIX K), the department leader and all participants in the 
university where the research was to be carried out. Then, reciprocity between the 
researcher and the participants was enhanced with discussion on the purpose of the 
study, the schedules of data collection, the locations of the interviews, and anonymity 
protection. The participants were assured of confidentiality of the information they 
provided: security of information during the processing, analysing, and reporting of 
findings. Identifying information was removed in the thesis and in a related 
professional conference presentation, and will be from journal articles. There was also 
a need to seek peer observers’ assurance that they would respect the peers’ 
confidentiality by listing it as a condition in the consent form (for information sheet 
and consent forms for participants, see APPENDIX L and APPENDIX M). Peer-
review and supervision of the thesis strictly followed ethical standards for the study. 
Although free and informed consent was intended by the procedure in the study, an 
ethical issue may have arisen from the colleague-colleague relationship between the 
researcher and the participants. This may have either discouraged academics from 
participating (because of the change from colleague-colleague to researcher-
participant relationship where academics’ actions were observed and questioned) or 
made some academics feel uncomfortable about withholding consent to participate. 
Therefore, it was necessary to make sure that the participants felt confident that 
participation in the study would not make them vulnerable to any harm by confirming 
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the research use of their confidential information. During the time of the study, I was 
not in charge of quality assurance and assessment (my additional duty) within the same 
departmental unit; therefore, participating in my study and giving their information did 
not affect the academics’ teaching appraisal, tenures, and promotion. The participants 
were also notified that their participation in the study was voluntary and that they had 
the freedom of choice to withdraw from the study any time before analysis. The 
interviews could bring rich data but also ethical challenges such as embarrassment or 
stress. Therefore, the researcher stayed neutral by creating a non-judgmental 
atmosphere, establishing rapport, and showing respect. In addition, it is also necessary 
to “balance the value of a potential response against the potential distress for the 
respondent” (Patton, 2002, p. 415). Participants were guaranteed that it was safe not 
to participate in the study. For example, one participant agreed to participate but 
withdrew because the person was not happy about being videoed; and this person felt 
free to withdraw. 
In conclusion, for this study to be carried out properly without ethically violating 
human subjects, it was essential to strictly follow ethical standards. The researcher had 
to guarantee the accuracy and clarity of the research purpose, informed consent, 
researcher-participant reciprocity, confidentiality, data access, advice, and data 
collection boundaries. 
4.6. Conclusion 
With the research objectives and questions, and the theoretical framework, this chapter 
has described the selection of the constructivist paradigm and the qualitative research 
methodology. It has also described the design of this study as a case study. The data 
were collected through a semester in the implementation of TT-SET augmented with 
POT to investigate the intervention as a process for academic professional 
development. The research procedure was described with purposive sampling of 
participants, data collection methods, and data analysis. There was an explanation of 
necessary steps taken to ensure the ethics and trustworthiness of the study. 
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Chapter 5. Academics’ Experiences of TT-SET 
Augmented with POT 
5.1. Introduction 
This section provides an overall picture of participants’ experience of TT-SET 
augmented with POT, including academics’ perceptions of the intervention process 
and its perceived impacts on their pedagogical reasoning. Cluster analysis is used to 
group participants according to similar experience and perceptions of the value of the 
intervention in teaching improvement as described in Table 5.1. 
Table 5.1. Clusters of participants 
Groups Perceived value of the intervention 
TT-SET POT 
Peer feedback Observation of peer 
teaching 
Always highly beneficial: En 
and Dang 
useful useful useful 
Mostly beneficial: Dieu, 
Hang, and Khoa 
useful but requiring 
reconsideration 
useful useful 
Some beneficial aspects: 
Cuc, Giang, Nga 
useful not very useful/ 
not critical 
less skilled peer, 
useful for reflection 
Having both positive and 
negative impact: Binh and 
Phung 
useful useful but 
discouraging  
useful 
Not beneficial: An not useful not trustful not useful 
 
The story of each participant was drawn from the varied data gathered through multiple 
data collection methods: interviews, observation protocols (pre-observation form, peer 
observer’s feedback form, and academic’s reflection report form), video-recordings, 
research journals, and TT-SETs. These stories follow a similar format, with possible 
variations based on the information gathered for each participant. The stories provide 
clues to gain insights into the academics’ pedagogical reasoning and to consider the 
factors that may have enabled or hindered their use of TT-SET and POT for reflection. 
Each story starts with each group’s overview of experience, teaching beliefs, 
aspirations, and perceptions of the value of the intervention programme. Then, 
following these are its perceived impacts on each academic’s knowledge, actions, and 
other outcomes. Finally, each academic’s story is summarised in a logic model. 
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The logic model, which is based on the theoretical framework (see Figure 3.1) and 
several parts of which are adapted from Starkey (2010a), was developed during the 
analysis to summarise individual participants’ experience of the intervention. It was 
used to provide an overview of how the intervention worked for an individual, with 
reference to the theoretical framework. Some elements (namely teaching aspirations, 
teaching beliefs, experience, enablers and barriers) were added because this logic 
model summarises the outcomes of the intervention, as described in Figure 5.1. 
 
Figure 5.1: Summary logic model for each academic 
The model starts with instruction (the observable teaching acts) which is affected by 
academics’ aspirations, beliefs, and experience. Academics’ aspirations contribute to 
academics’ selection of SET items and are refined through their response to students’ 
perceptions of their practice from early-term TT-SET. Teaching aspirations are 
included because they help show whether academics made changes. Teaching beliefs 
relate to the way academics transfer content knowledge into teachable forms (as 
presented in the framework). That academics had at least three years’ experience of 
teaching and of using SET and teaching observation (in some cases for supervisory 
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purposes) could have contributed to their way of teaching and perception of the 
intervention. Students and colleague lenses are presented in the logic model as in the 
theoretical framework but followed by enablers and barriers that may promote or 
hinder reflection respectively. Reflection, as an outcome of using the lenses, is 
displayed as leading to new comprehensions. Then, the ultimate outcome of the 
intervention is academics’ action to solve problems of current or future practice. Other 
outcomes such as changes in beliefs or attitudes about teaching capacity, collaboration 
and collegiality are also included. 
5.2. Perceptions and perceived impact 
This sections looks at academics’ perception of the intervention and its perceived 
impacts. It starts with academics’ teaching beliefs and aspirations. It is noted that 
academics identified their aspirations from perceived teaching problems from TT-
SET. Then, academics’ perception of the intervention is presented and followed by its 
impact on academics’ pedagogical reasoning. 
5.2.1. En and Dang 
En had 11 years’ teaching experience, and Dang has been in her career for three years. 
Both academics were familiar with collecting student feedback (e.g., SETs, direct 
talks, or observation of student attitude) to inform teaching. They had a desire to 
improve teaching. They had a similar view of TT-SET and POT because they 
perceived the two lenses as useful for their reflection. 
5.2.1.1. Teaching beliefs and aspirations 
En expressed her pedagogical reasoning surrounding exploiting lesson content to 
enhance learning interest. En defined an effective academic as having dedication and 
empathy with student needs that would ensure creative teaching delivery and 
interactions with students. She said: “An effective academic has the following 
qualities: creative, dedicated, empathetic for student needs, enthusiastic or patient, and 
caring” (En—INT(interview)). 
After collecting the early-term TT-SET, En set up a plan to improve teaching on her 
pre-observation form as described in Table 5.2. 
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Table 5.2: En’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- students needed more training on 
listening and speaking skills 
including pronunciation 
correction 
- needed to use game in classroom 
activities  
- improve teaching methods in 
general 
- improve enthusiasm, prepare 
varied knowledge and activities 
for lesson presentation 
observing; regrouping 
students to facilitate 
communicative 
activities in pairs or 
groups 
- needed to increase the level of 
lessons 
- needed to use Vietnamese in 
explaining complex ideas 
prepare lesson content appropriate 
for students’ learning capacity 
showing rapport to 
help individual 
students 
- students needed regular lesson 
revision 
- needed to give bonus grades 
improve other aspects of teaching using “reward and 
punishment” to engage 
students in learning 
 
Dang indicated that her beliefs about teaching effectiveness, teacher-student 
relationship, and communicative activities had affected her teaching aspirations. 
According to Dang, teaching effectiveness would be achieved through rapport with 
students and ongoing effort to learn about teaching. She also believed that establishing 
good teacher-student relationships would allow deeper understanding of student needs, 
and simple motivating communicative activities would promote learners’ practice. 
Dang stated: “An academic can be students’ sister, friend, or instructor. A good 
academic will continuously learn to teach and invest time in preparing lessons” 
(Dang—DEB (debriefing)). 
After collecting the early-term TT-SET, Dang set up a plan to improve teaching as 
described in Table 5.3. 
Table 5.3: Dang’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- needed to provide students 
with more materials 
- needed more group-work 
activities 
- students needed more 
training on speaking and 
listening skills  
- needed to play English songs 
for listening activities 
- give clear presentation of 
ideas and information 
- deliver lesson at an 
appropriate level for 
students 
- use more visual teaching 
aids (e.g., video clips) 
organising group/pair-work so 
that students can share 
knowledge and ideas for speaking 
and do not fear of losing face 
when speaking incorrectly (i.e., 
building students’ confidence to 
facilitate interactions)  
give more individual care 
for students’ learning and 
assignment completion 
- observing students’ interactions 
and giving constructive 
feedback and constant 
individual care 
- consolidating knowledge and 
checking students’ learning and 
assignments 
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5.2.1.2. Perceived values: always highly beneficial 
Dang and En believed that the TT-SET augmented with POT was valuable for 
informing teaching. They regarded SET as a lens to make changes to teaching. En said: 
“In general, SET is useful for improving teaching” (En—DEB). The academics also 
regarded peer feedback as being useful and reliable because of the appropriateness and 
good teaching ideas it brought. As noted by Dang: “Khoa’s feedback was accurate and 
appropriate” (Dang—DEB). They valued the opportunity to observe their peer teach 
because they could learn good teaching techniques and self-evaluate their practice. As 
En said: 
We can find in others something worth learning. Observing a colleague teach, we 
may see some aspects more interesting than ours. We may have a well-prepared 
lesson plan, but our colleagues may have more motivating activities. When a 
colleague observes our teaching, we can learn from his/her feedback. (En— INT) 
Both En and Dang felt comfortable in collaborating with their peer. A sense of 
collegiality was felt. En said: “I felt closer to Dieu” (En— INT). 
5.2.1.3. Impact on pedagogical reasoning 
The intervention had positive impacts on En’s and Dang’s pedagogical reasoning, 
supporting their actions to improve their teaching. 
En 
The data show that En reflected on teaching and gained new comprehension. After 
receiving peer feedback and watching her peer teach, En realised the importance of 
using contexts in introducing new vocabulary instead of teaching new words in 
isolation. She said she learned a new strategy from Dieu: 
I often present new words with explanation of their meaning. Yet, after POT, 
Dieu told me to ask students to find out new words in reading passages or build 
sentences with those words. I think it is a good idea because they could learn new 
words from contexts. (En—INT) 
The learning led to her action for changes and future plans. En revised her teaching 
beliefs by emphasising the use of context in language teaching. For example, after the 
second POT, En started to teach vocabulary in context. The third video-recording 
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illustrates the change whereby she elicited key words from the reading passage for 
students to guess their meanings and asked them to build sentences with these words 
(En—VID3 (video-recording 3)). However, the change did not yield higher student 
ratings (see Appendix N.1). The researcher’s review also indicates that the change did 
not make a big difference. One of the reasons is that she planned to facilitate 
communicative activities in pairs or groups, but her instruction was not clearly 
explained to students and interactions between students were not much intensified. En 
also set up a plan for future changes and collection of student feedback for reflection: 
I will organise more varied activities and give individual care and more suitable 
exercises for students at different levels. I will group the good ones and those left 
behind for mutual support. Then I will collect SET to know more about their 
opinions to improve teaching. (En—INT) 
Engaging in the intervention has brought her positive attitudes. En increased in 
confidence throughout the process of POT because she felt that she had more 
credibility in teaching: 
When I made changes to practice after peer feedback, students’ attitudes turned 
positive. My teaching was improved, so they showed greater admiration for me 
and attended class regularly and on time. (En—INT) 
En also indicated a possibility of ongoing collaborative learning with colleagues: 
“POT? I will participate if I have a chance” (En—INT). 
In summary, with more than 11 years’ teaching experience, En considered TT-SET 
and peer’s feedback important for reflecting and improving teaching. Thanks to TT-
SET, she could make adjustment to teaching. Observing the peer’s teaching and 
receiving her peer’s feedback could give her some good ideas about teaching. The TT-
SET augmented with POT facilitated her reflection and new understanding of her 
practice, which appeared to trigger her action for changes. En felt confident in her 
teaching after the changes. She wanted to continue collaborating with her peer. She 
perceived that both her peer and she were open-minded and trustful, so their 
relationship was better. She had a positive experience of the intervention. The impact 
of the TT-SET augmented with POT on En’s pedagogical reasoning is summarised in 
Figure 5.2. 
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Figure 5.2: Summary logic model for En 
Dang 
The intervention process contributed to forming Dang’s new comprehension in 
teaching repertoire: the importance of creating an interesting learning atmosphere. She 
wrote: “I learned from Khoa, using sense of humour, video clips, and games to review 
lessons. Khoa gave me new sources for materials, exercises, and video clips to support 
teaching” (Dang—TRR2 (teacher’s reflection report 2)). 
The new understanding of practice has shaped Dang’s action to change her teaching 
practice. She made an adjustment to her practice. She said: “My way of teaching still 
emphasised students’ classroom communicative activities for practice in groups, but I 
created a more exciting atmosphere” (Dang—INT). Dang realised that students were 
more interested when learning with fun activities. The third video provided evidence 
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for the change: Dang used a game to help students consolidate what they had learned; 
the atmosphere improved, and the classroom was more exciting when students were 
more engaged (Dang—VID3). End-of-term ratings were high and remained 
unchanged (see Appendix N.2). The researcher’s review indicates that Dang was 
making changes and her practice became livelier with more audio-visual aids. Further 
to the change during the intervention, Dang intended to make changes for the next 
semesters: 
To stimulate learners’ interest, I will design a variety of exercises on vocabulary, 
pronunciation, and grammar, which are done by groups. I will supply video clips 
besides pictures and guiding questions for lead-ins. Knowledge transfer will be 
connected to reality. (Dang—TRR2) 
Dang also emphasised the necessity of continually enhancing receptive (listening) and 
productive (speaking and intonation) skills for students besides stimulating their 
learning interest. She said, “I will enhance students’ listening skill and intonation” 
(Dang—INT). 
By reconfirming the value of peer feedback on her reflection and improvement, Dang 
felt more confident in her teaching ability because she was able to resolve teaching 
problems and achieved better practice: 
I learned a lot from Khoa, my teaching in this term could not have been good 
without POT. She showed me some aspects of which I was unaware. I changed 
my intonation to attract learners and created an interesting atmosphere. I learned 
a good way to review lessons. (Dang—INT) 
Dang also indicated her enhanced collaboration with her peer: “We often share 
teaching ideas and materials. I like such useful activities” (Dang—INT). 
In summary, Dang has been in the career for more than 3 years. After the intervention, 
she was aware of the importance of student and peer lenses for reflection. The 
academic considered POT as a good chance to learn from peer’s feedback and teaching 
and identify her weaknesses of which she has been unaware. The intervention had 
positive impact on her reflection and modifying her belief (i.e. she still uses 
communicative approach but thought that more interesting lesson presentations (e.g., 
with fun activities) could engage students in learning). Responding to TT-SET and 
POT, Dang made some changes such as use of intonation, more video clips, and games. 
Her performance was rated high by students. She became confident in teaching and 
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wanted to share teaching ideas with and to be observed by the peer. The impact of the 
TT-SET augmented with POT on Dang’s pedagogical reasoning is summarised in 
Figure 5.3. 
 
Figure 5.3: Summary logic model for Dang 
5.2.1.4. Summary 
Both academics valued the intervention process and exercised reflection. Their 
learning resulted from observing their peer’s teaching and engaging in dialogue after 
POT1. Their reflection basically focused on the process of teaching (i.e., how to 
deliver lessons effectively and to attract students’ attention). Although their TT-SET 
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results did not show significantly higher ratings at the end of the course, from the 
researcher’s lens they did take action for change. The impact of their reflection is that 
they gained confidence in teaching and felt motivated to go on making changes. 
5.2.2. Dieu, Hang, and Khoa 
Dieu had about 13 years’ teaching experience; Hang has spent five years in teaching; 
and Khoa has been in her career for six years. The three academics were familiar with 
collecting student feedback (e.g., SETs, direct conversations, or observation of student 
attitude) to inform teaching. They thought it is important to engage in an ongoing 
process of learning and improving teaching. They had similar perceptions of TT-SET 
and POT because they perceived the two lenses as useful for their reflection, but 
student feedback needed critique before use. 
5.2.2.1. Teaching beliefs and aspirations 
Dieu believed that experience and pedagogical content knowledge played an important 
role in the effectiveness of academics. Besides professional knowledge, academics 
should have a wide range of knowledge to facilitate learning in a variety of topics: 
An effective academic accumulates experience and has good pedagogical 
reasoning: methodology and content knowledge. Besides professional 
background, an academic should have knowledge of other areas in society 
because he or she has to dig into a variety of topics before he/she could be a 
facilitator. (Dieu—DEB) 
Dieu also emphasised the necessity of stimulating learning interest through innovative 
teaching practice to teach effectively: 
In general, I want to stimulate students’ interest. I want to make my teaching 
interesting, which can help students learn better. In language teaching, if we 
follow ‘a worn path’, our performance will be boring. (Dieu—DEB) 
Based on the result of the early-term TT-SET, Dieu set up a plan to improve teaching 
as depicted in Table 5.4:  
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Table 5.4: Dieu’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- needed a lively way of 
organising classroom 
activities 
- needed to stimulate students’ 
learning interest 
- needed clearer way of 
presentation for note-taking 
make more 
interesting 
presentation to 
stimulate 
student interest 
giving a variety of tasks to encourage 
students’ enthusiastic involvement in giving 
opinion and taking part in other activities 
needed to encourage students’ 
critical thinking about the 
subject 
encourage 
students’ 
critical 
thinking 
- facilitating students’ independent thinking 
and defending their ideas from listening to 
or absorbing academic’s information, 
feedback and comments  
- organising group-work and pair-work so 
that students can share knowledge and 
support one another for creativity   
 
Hang perceived that teaching effectiveness was measured by learners’ interest, 
learners’ perceived importance of the subject, and learning outcome: 
An effective academic can stimulate students’ interest in learning and bring 
improved learning outcomes. It is also necessary to make students realise the 
importance of the subject in their future career. (Hang—DEB) 
Hang emphasised the necessity of adapting teaching to the classroom contexts and 
being selective in knowledge transfer to gain teaching effectiveness: 
If a class is crowded and weak, I will select what to teach. For example, I only 
teach pronunciation and vocabulary and ignore grammar review to save time for 
communicative activities… based on students’ level. I transfer more profound 
knowledge to good students and basic knowledge to weak students. (Hang—
DEB) 
Hang believed that teacher-student mutual understanding would promote individual 
learning, and academics’ research or experience would improve their teaching and 
connect content knowledge with real-life: 
My belief in teaching is that it is imperative to establish teacher-student mutual 
understanding. In other words, academics have to show rapport with students so 
that every student gets help. Academics also need to do research on teaching to 
improve students’ learning… Academics’ real-life experience that is closely 
related to lessons can interest students. (Hang—INT) 
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Combining these teaching beliefs and aspirations with the results of the early-term TT-
SET, Hang built her own strategies to improve teaching for the course as summarised 
in Table 5.5: 
Table 5.5: Hang’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching 
problems 
Aspirations Intended strategies 
needed an 
environment for 
students’ 
communication in 
English (i.e., creating 
chances to practice 
listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing) 
improve strategies to 
promote students’ 
engagement in learning 
- creating an environment for using English 
all the time in the classroom and saving 
time students’ communicative activities 
- requiring students to prepare for lessons, 
e.g., to do exercises and find useful songs 
and games for communication in English 
improve strategies to 
make students more 
active and more 
confident and motivate 
students to share ideas 
encouraging pair-work and group-work  to 
build students’ confidence and share ideas 
 
Khoa made explicit her beliefs about an effective academic: 
An effective academic can make students understand the necessity of the subject 
for their future career and qualify them with good premises for self-study. 
Sometimes they like to learn something ‘practical’ and dislike something 
‘theoretical’. They do not see the ‘theoretical’ as interesting because of low 
rationality. Saying this I mean, I will teach them ‘how to fish,’ not give them 
‘fish.’ (Khoa—DEB) 
Khoa adjusted her teaching practice based on students’ attitudes and perceived levels 
of learning achievement. She increased the practicality of subject knowledge by using 
real-life stories to teach language: 
To improve teaching, I often make changes based on students’ psychological state 
and levels. Then, I consider the subject matter I am teaching and stimulate 
learners’ interest by telling them real-life subject-related stories. I embed them to 
lesson presentation, which makes students think what they learn is practical. For 
example, if I teach business English, I will look for a real business story from 
friends or on the internet. I can see that students are more interested in learning. 
(Khoa—DEB) 
Based on student needs found in the early-term TT-SET, Khoa set up a plan to improve 
teaching as listed in her pre-observation form and is combined with her aspirations in 
Table 5.6.  
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Table 5.6: Khoa’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- needed to provide students 
with more materials, 
- increased more practice for 
listening and speaking skills 
- change teaching 
organisation through 
varied activities  
- make lesson presentations 
logical and interesting 
- transferring practical 
knowledge through humorous 
and interesting presentations  
- reviewing lessons more often 
needed to organise fun 
activities such as games and 
creating competition among 
learning groups 
- organise more games and 
sense of humour useful for 
learning 
- promote students’ 
engagement in sharing 
idea and knowledge 
- managing the class in groups, 
informing  course requirements 
to create a comfortable learning 
atmosphere 
- planning fun games for learning 
 
5.2.2.2. Perceived values: mostly beneficial 
Dieu, Hang, and Khoa believed that TT-SET would be valuable if it was sound. Thus, 
they critically examined whether TT-SET reflected their teaching because TT-SETs 
may be less reliable as a result of students’ indifference and distraction: 
Many students would like me to be well-prepared for the lesson and make 
methodological changes when necessary. Others just gave their feedback without 
careful thought. Some others did not have any ideas. (Dieu—INT) 
Students lacked wholeheartedness in giving feedback. They did not tell the truth, 
so SET reliability is just 50%. (Khoa—INT) 
Consequently, they used it critically, triangulating the information with other sources. 
For example, Khoa wrote: “Many students responded to the TT-SET questionnaire 
without care, so the information collected should be complemented with talks or 
interviews” (Khoa-TRR1). Yet, she said: 
TT-SET is useful in some way. I compared it with my observation and students’ 
responses to my questions during direct talks; I could draw out useful ideas… My 
observations and talks to get feedback are more accurate than a SET 
questionnaire. (Khoa—INT) 
Good feedback could promote learning about teaching. The three academics believed 
their peer’s feedback was useful for practical pedagogical advice. For example, Dieu 
appreciated her peer’s feedback: “I see that peer feedback is really useful. My peers 
gave many interesting ideas about teaching” (Dieu—INT). 
These academics valued the observation of their peer’s teaching because they could 
learn new ideas. For example, Hang said: “I felt bored to teach in isolation. However, 
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observing a peer colleague teach was useful and interesting because it brought me new 
teaching ideas” (Hang—INT). Khoa wrote in her observer’s report for her peer: “I like 
the way you [Dang] showed tremendous care to individual students and used real-life 
situations to engage students in using English” (Dang—POF1 (peer observer’s 
feedback form 1)). 
5.2.2.3. Impact on pedagogical reasoning 
The intervention created a positive experience for Dieu, Hang, and Khoa, assisting 
them in learning and facilitating action to improve their teaching. 
Dieu 
Dieu enhanced reflection and gained new comprehension after the intervention 
process. She realised that effective teaching could be promoted through task-based 
learning with group or pair interactions, on-the-spot application of knowledge, and 
lesson-and-reality connection. She explained why she regarded task-based learning as 
an appropriate strategy: 
Task-based learning is used to encourage students to share ideas, to apply what 
they learned in communication, and to help one another. (Dieu—INT) 
Dieu’s new comprehension may be seen as resulting from premise reflection. She 
realised that making ongoing changes and critically examining if and why they were 
effective was as a way to improve practice. She said: “After getting feedback [from 
students and peer], I realised reflection is important for the changes” (Dieu—INT). 
Dieu’s understanding guided her changes and future goals. To stimulate students’ 
interest in learning and encourage them to think critically about the subject, she 
focused on task-based language learning to enhance students’ interaction. The changes 
Dieu made resulted from her reflection after the first POT. As she stated: 
My personal teaching philosophy is to try different ways to stimulate learners’ 
interest and evaluate students’ understanding of lessons through facilitating 
application of what they learned in conversations and writings. (Dieu—TRR1) 
The video after POT showed Dieu’s attempt to organise a variety of activities: group-
work games (listing words) after presenting word formation, sentence transformation 
exercises, writing sentences from pictures as hints. Students were actively engaged 
when joining in a competitive exercise; a picture was shown for them to build a passive 
sentence. However, her delivery was sequenced with a great deal of dead time. 
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Activities to encourage critical thinking in the classroom were absent. Passive voice 
was introduced deductively through a formula of the sentence structure, explanation, 
and examples. There was much teacher-talking time, and students were quiet most of 
the time (Dieu—VID3). The change did not yield higher student ratings. Actually, 
ratings in end-of-term TT-SET for most of the items Dieu chose remained unchanged 
(see Appendix N.3). Students rated her way of encouraging students’ discussion lower 
on the end-of-term TT-SET. From the researcher’s review, Dieu made changes but 
they did not occur as Dieu intended. Her idea of task-based learning was good, but it 
was affected by her ineffective classroom management skills (i.e., creating much dead 
time). In addition, she did not have an effective way of presentation to stimulate 
students’ critical thinking. 
Consistent with what was planned earlier, Dieu indicated her intention to continue 
making changes to teaching (e.g., towards communicative language teaching with a 
focus on task-based language learning). She investigated the use of meaningful tasks 
with authentic language. She believed that facilitating more interactions among 
students through games and guiding questions would stimulate students’ interest in 
learning: 
My teaching will be directed towards communicative language teaching to help 
students have more interactions. I gave different tasks for different skills. I saw 
that students were interested in doing the tasks. For example, before a listening 
task I designed activities like a game or asked guiding questions to elicit their 
ideas about the topic. I see task-based language learning is really effective. 
(Dieu—INT) 
Reflecting through student and colleague lenses, Dieu developed a sense of “being 
better” because she believed that her practice had improved. This may indicate a 
developed sense of self-efficacy. She was motivated to continuously improve practice 
and join in cooperative learning with colleagues:  
Thanks to the process, my teaching practice is better. I keep in my mind that I 
must go on improving teaching so that others can learn from me and I can learn 
from others. (Dieu—INT) 
In summary, although Dieu was concerned about the quality of TT-SET, she was 
aware of the importance of students’ and peer’s feedback for reflecting and improving 
teaching. The lenses were perceived as useful for timely changes. Observing the peer’s 
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teaching and sharing pedagogical ideas helped her identify her strengths and 
weaknesses. The intervention facilitated Dieu’s reflection and new understandings, 
particularly reflective practice facilitating regular changes. Dieu made changes to 
teaching but did not create a big difference in practice, she planned action for future 
practice. She felt confident in teaching. Her peer relationship became better and she 
wanted to share teaching ideas and participating in POT with others. Dieu’s experience 
of the intervention is summarised in Figure 5.4. 
 
Figure 5.4: Summary logic model for Dieu 
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Hang 
Hang’s new comprehension of practice was centred on flexibility and selectivity of 
lesson presentation. POTs provided Hang with experience from which she learned 
effective ways to prepare for teaching, techniques for clarity, supply of materials, and 
selection of knowledge to transfer: 
I learned from Nga the attitudes, knowledge, and preparation for teaching: good 
preparation, clarity of presentation, and supply of more materials. So far, I have 
relied on the textbook, but now I am more selective in knowledge transfer. 
(Hang—TRR2) 
Hang’s understanding resulted from reflection on the process of practice. Not only 
gaining vicarious experience, Hang also took actions to change teaching, particularly 
in solving teaching problems.  
Hang used student and peer lenses to resolve her problems of teaching practice. Hang 
reflected based on her peer’s feedback and considered the issues raised by her peer: 
“Actually, I did not make many big changes due to a short span of time in a term, but 
I considered Nga’s feedback and made some teaching adjustments” (Hang—INT). 
Based on her peer’s feedback on aspects requiring improvement after the first POT, 
Hang changed her teaching style and helped students with a conceptual grasp of 
lessons, noting that, “I was more enthusiastic and spoke English more slowly. I gave 
more examples for difficult words or grammatical concepts” (Hang—TRR1). 
Compared with previous practice through videos before and during POT, Hang’s 
teaching after POT changed. She presented lessons more clearly. An example of this 
was that for a listening task she introduced vocabulary by eliciting students’ ideas on 
their meanings and giving examples to clarify the meanings. After listening, pairs 
compared their answers and wrote them on the board. Hang spoke more slowly to 
explain new words and ideas (Hang—VID3). Ratings in TT-SETs were high and 
remained unchanged for most of the items, but Hang received a higher rating for her 
way of stimulating students’ interest in learning (see Appendix N.4). From the 
researcher’s viewpoint, Hang achieved one of her goals – engaging students in learning 
because her way of organising activities involved students in interactions. The 
intervention process not only enabled Hang to improve teaching practice, it also 
initiated her to think about future change. She indicated her wishes to refine her 
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teaching style and use a learner-centred approach: “I will present lessons more slowly, 
ask students questions to establish a habit of discussion, and help them develop critical 
and creative thinking” (Hang—TRR2). 
Hang expressed a positive attitude towards her ability. She was more confident in 
teaching and improved her pedagogy because she had confidence receiving feedback 
from an experienced peer and had opportunities to observe her teach: 
POT helped me learn a lot. I got Nga’s feedback on my teaching, and learned 
good things from observing her teaching: how she helped students explore and 
get involved in lessons… The feedback was useful for me because Nga is 
experienced and has good pedagogical knowledge. (Hang—INT) 
Hang showed her willingness to learn through POT: “It is useful to learn from others, 
so I like to discuss teaching ideas with colleagues” (Hang—INT). 
In summary, Hang has been teaching for more than 5 years. She was aware of using 
students as lenses for reflection despite her concern for its reliability and valued peer’s 
feedback much more for shaping her teaching practice. The intervention positively 
impacted on her reflection and somehow changed her belief about the flexibility of 
content knowledge transfer. That is she turned from strictly following the textbook 
content to flexibly selecting content delivery to learners. Thanks to the response to 
SET and peer’s feedback, Hang made some changes such as giving clearer detailed 
instruction and explanations and considered her speech speed, but she did not change 
her way of stimulating interest. Yet, she got higher end-of-term ratings for her effort 
in group-work activities, eliciting, clear presentation, and rapport. She became 
confident in teaching and wanted to share ideas about teaching via POT with 
colleagues who had a good relationship with her and who she felt comfortable to work 
with. However, she preferred POT being organized for longer time (at least two 
semesters) so that changes could be facilitated. The impact of the TT-SET augmented 
with POT on Hang’s pedagogical reasoning is summarised in Figure 5.5. 
141 
 
 
Figure 5.5: Summary logic model for Hang 
Khoa 
Khoa’s new understanding of practice emphasised diversified teaching organisation 
from vicarious experience attained through watching her peer teach and receiving peer 
feedback. She realised the necessity of diversified teaching organisation with fun 
activities and appropriate class management: 
To stimulate students’ interest in learning, I will restructure textbook lessons with 
appropriate timing; use a variety of activities with games, video clips, and songs 
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with relevant grammatical structures; and regroup students for individual rapport 
and easy management. (Khoa—TRR1) 
After watching her peer use a strategy that engaged students in learning, Khoa learned 
that facilitating student self-study could promote learning. Khoa also thought that she 
would steer student thinking to prioritise the importance of content knowledge:  
I realised that Dang was well prepared and promoted students’ self-study. I 
learned that giving students time to self-study helped them better understand 
lessons. Thus, I will give time for students to prepare and self-study and 
encourage communication by all means, even forcing them to do so. (Khoa—
TRR2) 
My teaching approach tended to prioritise learners’ favourite way of learning and 
balance both assigned and learner-interested content (50% and 50% respectively). 
However, after POT I realised that if students were excessively offered what they 
like, I would fail to transfer necessary knowledge. (Khoa—INT) 
Khoa explained the premise of her choice of teaching strategies. This new 
understanding based on reflection led to Khoa’s actions to change her teaching 
practice. Khoa made changes regarding the balance between knowledge transfer and 
students’ interest in that content knowledge was emphasised and more teacher-
oriented: 
I forced students to go into my way, awakening their perceptions of the 
importance of the knowledge even though they do not know how useful it is. The 
balance is now 30% for students’ interest and 70% for my interest on what should 
be learned. (Khoa—INT) 
She also adjusted timing appropriate for students who had difficulty keeping up with 
the lesson and showed care for them: 
I timed lessons appropriately so that weak students could keep pace with the rest. 
I search for funny stories on the internet to interest learners. (Khoa—INT) 
Compared with before and during POT videos, the third one showed that Khoa reduced 
dead time and teacher-talking time. She used pictures to introduce reading passages 
and guessing games through PowerPoint to revise key words. She expressed a sense 
of humour during the class, using jokes and intonation. Some changes in teaching 
organisation with more group discussion were evident. Students tended to be more 
engaged. However, students were not instructed in the production stage where they 
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could use or reproduce what they had learnt after some practice, and the focus of the 
lesson was unclear, such as instruction on skills or grammar points. Khoa showed 
support to students who could not keep pace with the lesson by moving around to offer 
help while they were doing exercises and discussing (Khoa—VID3). Ratings in TT-
SET remained unchanged for all items of feedback (see Appendix N.5). From the 
researcher’s review, Khoa attempted to enhance practice, but she did not clearly 
emphasise what was intended for each teaching session. For future change, Khoa 
intended to apply entertaining activities with her lesson delivery to stimulate learning 
interest: “I will organise competitive games or play music to interest students and make 
them memorise lessons well” (Khoa—INT). 
Khoa reported that her sense of confidence in pedagogy was developing from vicarious 
experience. She believed that the new teaching technique would work in enhancing 
students’ learning: 
POT has been challenging and inspiring to me, so I felt so motivated that I tried 
all my best and was more creative. I realised my teaching has been improved, and 
I was able to identify aspects of teaching which I was unaware of. I felt confident 
when Dang said: “You organised classroom activities logically”. (Khoa—INT) 
Khoa was willing to join in POT: “I often share teaching ideas and materials with Dang 
and like to participate in POT with her” (Khoa—INT). 
In summary, Khoa has been in the career for more than 6 years. She regarded TT-SET 
as useful though she had some concern. Khoa considered POT as an opportunity to 
learn from peer’s feedback and teaching and identify her weaknesses of which she has 
been unaware. The intervention had positive impact on her reflection and changes her 
belief (e.g., delivering content she thought to be useful for students’ future work is 
better than organising fun activities students like). Responding to TT-SET and POT, 
Khoa made some changes such as timing lesson more appropriately and paying care 
to individual students, used stories to engage students in learning. The TT-SET results 
remained unchanged. She became confident in teaching and wanted to share teaching 
ideas with and to be observed by the peer. Khoa’s experience of the intervention is 
summarised in Figure 5.6. 
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Figure 5.6: Summary logic model for Khoa 
5.2.2.4. Summary 
The three academics regarded student feedback as useful but used it with caution 
because they thought that it was distorted by other factors. The academics valued the 
POT experience. They learned new things from watching their peer teach and 
discussing teaching with their peer. While Hang reflected on the how of practice, Dieu 
and Khoa focused on the why of teaching; they gave their reasons why they changed 
their practice. All three academics made changes and intended to make changes to their 
future practice. They all improved their confidence in teaching. Particularly, Hang 
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learned how to teach from verbal persuasion and achieved a higher rating in one aspect 
in addition to her vicarious experience. 
5.2.3. Cuc, Giang, and Nga 
Cuc had about eight years’ teaching experience; Giang has spent 14 years in teaching; 
and Nga has been in her career for 13 years. The three academics were familiar with 
collecting student feedback (e.g., SETs, direct conversations, observation of student 
attitude, students’ profiles, and orientation sessions) to inform teaching. They thought 
TT-SET was useful, but Nga thought it may be distorted on first impression. They had 
similar experience of POT in that their peer, who was much younger, did not give 
critical feedback and perform skilful teaching. They thought POT in this case may not 
be very beneficial to them. 
5.2.3.1. Teaching beliefs and aspirations 
For effective teaching, Cuc emphasised the importance of facilitating students’ self-
study and triggering the desire to learn by promoting communicative activities. She 
believed an effective academic should create a safe environment for students to try out 
new learning: 
A good and effective academic should build up students’ confidence in ability to 
study on their own. A good academic does not need to have high expertise, but 
has an ability to inspire students to study and help them to identify self-study 
ability. I let my students study and develop naturally without attention to 
accuracy. I would like them to be willing to speak out regardless of being right 
or wrong. When they join in the real world of work, they will make changes. 
(Cuc—DEB) 
Cuc expanded her beliefs that promoting communicative activities and integrated skills 
could enable students to develop comprehensive language skills, which are necessary 
for promoting their specialised competence. According to her, it was vital to equip 
students with skills and content knowledge: 
It is necessary to integrate all language skills [reading, writing, listening, and 
speaking] in one teaching session, to stimulate their interest, and to build up 
confidence and activeness in studying. (Cuc—TRR1) 
As you know, the experience I gained while working with international relations 
(I have to contact many people from other countries) shows that language and 
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social skills are necessary. When students are sufficiently skilled, they will better 
their specialised knowledge and competence. (Cuc—INT) 
Considering feedback from the early-term SET, coupled with teaching aspirations and 
belief, Cuc designed strategies to improve teaching (Table 5.7).  
Table 5.7: Cuc’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- needed to provide students with more 
training in listening, speaking, reading, 
and writing 
- needed to organise games 
- needed to provide students with extra 
materials 
- needed to enhance clarity of lessons with 
practical examples 
- needed to promote group-work activities, 
creating communicative situations  
- promote teacher-
student and 
student-student 
interactions 
- integrate listening, 
speaking, reading, 
and writing in one 
session 
- improve teaching 
organisation  
- using group-work 
discussions so that 
students can learn from 
one another and become 
confident in using 
English 
- giving students bonus 
grades 
- needed to offer guidelines on learning 
methods 
- needed to change the method of evaluating 
students’ learning 
offer guidelines on 
learning methods 
encouraging students to 
communicate in English 
without making judgment 
on their accuracy  
 
Giang regarded a sense of humour and an ability to communicate ideas and 
information clearly as important in teaching. Being well prepared can help develop 
this ability, which she believed facilitates the use of a learner-centred approach:  
I think a sense of humour and an ability to communicate ideas and information 
are important in teaching. Whether I can teach in a lesson clearly or humorously 
depends on my preparation for the lesson. (Giang—DEB)  
Giang indicated an aspiration to use an inductive approach: “I set tasks for students to 
do. Then, they themselves find out the rules. After that, I confirm the rules. I like this 
way” (Giang—INT). 
In addition, enthusiasm and commitment with students, which can enhance students’ 
interest in learning, contribute to the qualities of an effective academic: 
Most important is being a facilitator who knows how to deliver the course book, 
making it unique. Students do not like reading lessons much, so my job is to 
encourage them to open the book, and games were a way to stimulate them to look 
for answers. I think my enthusiasm motivated students to learn. (Giang—INT) 
Because we already had a commitment, when a session started, my students had 
‘automatically’ prepared for their presentations. If they did not, the entire class’s 
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grades were deducted. You know, I maintained their willingness in learning by 
persuading and threatening. (Giang—DEB) 
Giang also believed that giving constructive feedback to facilitate students’ reflection 
and engagement was a way to encourage learning: 
When an activity for groups was organised, the team leader was supposed to 
assign group members’ tasks. Group members would share ideas and help each 
other. When the team leader could not help those left behind, I would help them. 
I then gave feedback without comments on accuracy and let them think. I think it 
is a way to encourage them to learn. (Giang—INT) 
After collecting the early-term SET, Giang set up a plan to improve teaching as listed 
on her pre-observation form (Table 5.8).  
Table 5.8: Giang’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- needed to facilitate more learning 
organising teaching activities 
- needed to enhance clarity of 
communicated ideas and information  
- needed to hold learners’ interest 
during presentations 
- needed to deliver intellectually 
challenging content 
- needed to deliver lessons at an 
appropriate level for students 
- improve ways of 
organising teaching 
that facilitates 
learning  
- enhance clarity of 
communicated ideas 
and information  
- provide intellectually 
challenging materials 
- organising group work so 
that the students could 
support one another 
- facilitating students’ 
learning through organising 
groups managed by group 
leaders  
needed to give constructive individual 
feedback  
give constructive 
individual feedback  
visiting each group during 
their discussion to give 
support when necessary  
 
Expressing her teaching assumptions, Nga believed that teaching effectiveness was 
measured by students’ developed ability for self-study and academics’ innovative 
methods: 
When teaching reading, it is not just to help students do exercises but show them 
what skills (e.g., skimming and scanning) they will develop after completing the 
task. As for vocabulary, academics have to pick out new words and organise 
appropriate practice so that students will have something in their mind. Teaching 
should be innovative. (Nga—INT) 
Knowing that students like varied activities and fun, Nga believed that an effective 
academic should be creative and active: 
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In general, students like interesting lessons, e.g., games, jokes, and varied 
activities. Something that recurs will be boring; thus, an academic should be 
creative and active. So, my way is that I deliver content (theory), facilitate 
students’ practice, and organise games to ‘break the ice.’ (Nga—INT) 
After collecting the early-term SET, Nga set up a plan to improve teaching as listed on 
her pre-observation form (Table 5.9).  
Table 5.9: Nga’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- needed to provide more training in students’ 
ability to make oral presentations  
- needed to make class atmosphere more lively 
improve the 
liveliness of the 
atmosphere 
encouraging pair-work and 
group-work  discussions, 
groups’ oral presentations, 
interactive communication 
needed to train students how to respond 
appropriately to certain situations in English  
instruct students 
with innovative 
learning methods 
setting work to promote 
student learning (for future 
work life) and confidence 
 
5.2.3.2. Perceived values: some beneficial aspects 
Though the intervention was perceived as useful, it had limitations. First, Cuc, Giang, 
and Nga regarded TT-SET as valuable for informing teaching: 
You have known me for a long time! I respect students and highly value their 
feedback. I see my students as lenses to self-reflect and make changes… In my 
view, the quality of SET depends on when it is collected. Yet, in general, most 
students were trustful in giving feedback. (Cuc—INT) 
However, Nga perceived that student feedback required critique before use: 
The SET collected after three weeks of teaching just provided a temporary view 
of my teaching and was affected by the impression I made in the sessions. I think 
the end-of-term SET is more reliable. (Nga—INT) 
The three academics appeared to underrate peer feedback because of beliefs that their 
peers were either insufficiently critical in giving feedback or unskilled: 
I do not highly value the peer’s feedback. For some reason, maybe the influence 
of oriental culture – respect to the seniors and to those with a higher status – she 
was reluctant to give feedback. She may have had some ideas to help me improve 
my teaching. (Cuc—INT) 
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They regarded teaching observation as an opportunity to detect similar problems their 
peers faced and to reflect on their teaching. They did not see it as an opportunity to 
learn new strategies: 
Honestly speaking, I did not learn anything when observing Hang’s session. 
However, I saw her weaknesses and referred to my context. (Nga—TRR1) 
Nga meant that she could not learn better teaching methods from Hang, but found the 
chance to observe her teaching useful because it was useful evidence for her reasoning 
about teaching. She clarified in the interview: “Observing Hang’s teaching helped me 
find evidence for my reasoning, e.g., to examine if a combination of communicative 
approach with a traditional method like grammar translation could support every 
student in learning” (Nga—INT). 
5.2.3.3. Impact on pedagogical reasoning 
Cuc 
Cuc’s new comprehension was centred on adjusting knowledge transfer to suit 
students’ ability. Watching her peer teach, Cuc noticed that simplifying knowledge 
was an effective way to engage weak students in participation in discussion. She also 
valued the importance of creating a good teacher-student relationship and engaging 
students in basic practice: 
Binh tried to simplify knowledge, i.e., to make complicated issues simple and 
practical in order to suit students’ ability and enhance their interest in learning. 
Students were happy when the academic remembered their names, which 
strengthened their relationship. It was necessary to focus on basic practice, which 
helped weak students catch pace with others. (Cuc—TRR2) 
During the process, although receiving only compliments from her peer, Cuc decided 
to change teaching practice based on student needs, her evaluation on her peer’s 
teaching aspects that needed improving, and reviewing her teaching beliefs. Cuc 
promoted the strengths of her pedagogy and changed practice to suit student needs. 
She clarified: 
Students like what I am doing. They like to study with no pressure in studying, 
group-work communication, lessons from academic’s experience, lesson on 
learning methods rather than overloaded content delivery. (Cuc—INT) 
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She emphasised the necessity of integrating four language skills rather than 
transferring content knowledge: 
After getting TT-SET two weeks later, I saw that integrating four language skills 
in one lesson met their needs. Then, I made a change: Content knowledge was 
supplementary to skill development in my teaching delivery. (Cuc—INT) 
Cuc had consistent teaching strategies to achieve her goals as evidenced in the video-
recordings. She integrated four language skills in one class session, showing similar 
enthusiasm and effectiveness in organising varied activities with fast grouping and 
clear instruction. She maintained good teacher-student interactions (with guiding 
questions and eliciting) and student-student interactions (with group work). Students’ 
engagement in these activities was improved throughout the course. Students were 
instructed how to self-study (e.g., how to use a dictionary) (Cuc—VID2 & 3). Results 
of TT-SET were high and stable (see Appendix N.6). From the researcher’s 
perspective, Cuc was an able academic who was willing to try new teaching ideas, and 
was consistent in teaching methods, showing a trajectory towards promoting her 
strengths. For future improvement, Cuc indicated an aspiration to build teacher-student 
relationships, develop students’ language skills, and simplify knowledge transfer. She 
said: “Next term, I will consider providing students with basic knowledge and 
promoting their language skills” (Cuc—INT).  
Cuc’s teaching practice was responsive to student feedback, which led to achievement. 
She felt confident in teaching from mastery experience: “I never checked attendance, 
but students came to class. It was evidence that my instruction motivated them to 
learn” (Cuc—INT).  
In summary, Cuc had more than 8 years’ teaching experience. She regarded using 
student and colleague lenses as useful for reflection. The TT-SET helped inform her 
about teaching performance and reconfirm the effectiveness of the methods, the 
appropriateness of her teaching styles and theory. Observing the peer’s teaching was 
a way of reflecting on practice. The intervention facilitated her reflection and new 
understandings. She made changes to teaching based on the new comprehensions. Her 
performance was highly valued by the peer and students. The end-of-term TT-SET 
produced higher ratings on the aspects of teaching she paid attention to. Cuc became 
confident. She was open-minded and willing to share ideas about teaching with 
colleagues. However, because the peer did not give feedback wholeheartedly, she 
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expected to learn from other peers who were not affected by her status and compatible 
in experience and expertise. Cuc’s experience of the intervention is summarised in 
Figure 5.7. 
 
Figure 5.7: Summary logic model for Cuc 
Giang 
Giang’s new comprehension of teaching related to teaching style. She admitted that 
over-excitement in organising activities sometimes resulted in her neglect of delivering 
lesson content knowledge at a level appropriate for those who had difficulty keeping 
up with the lesson: 
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I agree on the idea that I was too enthusiastic when students played games that I 
ignored other important points. (Giang—INT) 
This understanding helped her refine practice by paying attention to her style and 
delivery of lesson content, considering whether teaching delivery was appropriate for 
students:  
Before, I just presented new words by giving phonetic transcription and 
definitions without instruction on pronunciation. I thought students could keep 
pace with this. After I had observed Phung guide her students to pronounce new 
words, I spent time instructing my students to read new words and check their 
pronunciation. (Giang—INT) 
Giang was consistent in practice as shown in the video-recordings: organising group 
fun activities to stimulate student interest, making lessons clear, and giving feedback 
on student presentations (Giang—VID1, 2, 3). After the first POT, Giang engaged 
more students in class activities. Students were asked to present group homework; 
then, presenters and the rest shared ideas about the presentation topic, followed by 
Giang’s detailed constructive feedback. Giang adjusted practice and cared about 
students who could not keep up with the lesson by giving a detailed explanation (often 
in Vietnamese) of ideas (Giang—VID3). Results of end-of-term TT-SETs indicated 
significantly higher ratings for three items related to teaching organisation, clarity of 
communication, and constructive individual help (see Appendix N.7). From the 
researcher’s review, Giang adjusted her delivery to suit students. Giang intended to 
improve her teaching organisation. She said: “I will diversify classroom activities to 
motivate learners” (Giang—INT). 
Giang enhanced awareness of her practice, so positive student feedback and dialogue 
with the peer brought more certainty of belief in her teaching: “The process helped to 
confirm my reflection” (Giang—INT). This might have increased her sense of self-
efficacy. Giang and Phung had a trusting peer relationship, and Giang said about her 
willingness for POT: “Because we trust each other, I am willing to be a teaching model 
if Phung wants to watch me teach” (Giang—INT). 
In summary, Giang had more than 14 years’ teaching experience. She considered TT-
SET as useful for ongoing changes to teaching practice and peer’s feedback as useful 
for her learning. Giang thought she could not learn new teaching ideas from observing 
the peer because she is less skilled. The intervention had positive impact on her 
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reflection and changes in her belief about content knowledge delivery. She became 
careful in delivering content at an appropriate level for students. Giang made changes 
to her teaching. She got higher end-of-term ratings for her effort in using sense of 
humour, diversity of group-work activities, especially games, clear presentation, and 
rapport. Giang became confident in her teaching and wanted to share ideas about 
teaching via POT with colleagues who were her friend (i.e. those who had good 
relationship with her). However, she would like to have an observer who was 
compatible with her in age and experience. In addition, she preferred POT being 
organized for longer time (at least two semesters). Giang’s experience of the 
intervention process is summarised in Figure 5.8. 
 
Figure 5.8: Summary logic model for Giang 
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Nga 
Nga’s new comprehension focused on using integrated methods and caring for those 
who had difficulty catching up with the lesson. After watching her peer teach and 
reflecting on practice, Nga found it necessary to combine varied methods to suit 
students at different levels in the same class: 
In the past, I thought a communicative approach was effective in language 
teaching, but now I believed it should be combined with traditional language 
teaching. For example, teaching grammar like articles requires very slow, careful 
and detailed explanations followed by interesting activities. (Nga—INT) 
Revising her teaching beliefs from addressing the why of teaching, Nga identified the 
peer’s aspects of teaching requiring improvement and figured out solutions to her own 
problems. She stated: 
I saw that Hang did not pay attention to students’ reactions and focused on her 
delivery. This means individual care was not considered. She might have 
subjectively thought that her teaching was at a level appropriate to students. She 
taught so fast even though there were some left behind. Observing Hang’s 
teaching helped me refine my teaching. For example, I delivered the reading 
slowly and carefully, providing contexts and let students explore word meaning 
on their own. Then, I consolidated the issues and gave compliments to those who 
worked well. I think it motivated them a lot. (Nga—INT) 
I involved students, even weak students, in most class activities. In fact, the class 
atmosphere is improved with laughs and engagement. (Nga—TRR2) 
Nga gained her new comprehension that the peer lens helped her examine how her 
reasoning worked in other classroom setting and become more critical in reflecting on 
practice. She said: “By observing the peer’s teaching, I know what combination of my 
approaches works. Then, I became more critical in analysing, for example, if these 
strategies work for students” (Nga—INT). 
Nga was consistent in her method. Lessons were logically presented with pair work or 
group work discussions and stimulus response. Starting lessons by reviewing previous 
lessons, Nga organised fun activities to build a comfortable atmosphere. After students 
had presented ideas, she offered correct answers and compliments for good responses. 
Nga gave clear instructions, detailed explanations, and consolidations for learning 
issues (Nga—VID1, 2, 3). In the third video, she refined her method to help students 
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learn, e.g., translating the reading passage (Nga—VID3). Results of end-of-term TT-
SET were high and remained unchanged (see Appendix N.8). From the researcher’s 
review, Nga refined practice and was consistent in teaching methods she aimed to 
apply. 
Throughout the process, Nga considered that she would make ongoing changes with 
respect to rapport for individual weak students and adjust her delivery to suit them: 
I will teach slowly and evaluate students’ understanding of lessons and facilitate 
their engagement and self-learning from identifying strengths and weaknesses. 
(Nga—TRR2) 
I will try to engage those left behind in learning. I have no perfect solution now. 
I think I got a simple solution that I will collect their email addresses to send 
supportive materials. (Nga—INT) 
Nga increased confidence in teaching practice throughout the process because she felt 
more credible in teaching and was pleased with her performance: 
In the last session of the course, my students organised a farewell party where 
they showed a video clip they made for me. Each of thirty-six students gave me 
a message that they like studying English more. One girl said: “I wish you will 
teach me in the future.” I felt pleased. (Nga—INT) 
Nga also indicated her willingness for collaborative learning: “I like to be observed 
and share teaching ideas with a peer more often” (Nga—INT). 
In summary, Nga has been in the career for more than 13 years. Though she was 
concerned about students’ and peer’s feedback quality, she regarded the lenses as 
useful for her reflection.  The intervention had positive impact on her reflection and 
changes in her belief about using evidence-based approach to teaching. Nga made 
some changes such as giving step-by-step, clearer, detailed instruction with a view to 
improve classroom excitement. She got a slight increase in end-of-term ratings on 
teaching organization, interest maintenance, and critical thinking encouragement. She 
became more confident in teaching and was willing to participate in POT with others. 
She considered POT a good chance to reflect from peer’s critical feedback to identify 
weaknesses which she was unaware of and expected to have a more experienced peer. 
She preferred POT being organized for at least two semesters so that big changes could 
be facilitated. Nga’s experience of the intervention is summarised in Figure 5.9. 
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Figure 5.9: Summary logic model for Nga 
5.2.3.4. Summary 
Cuc, Giang, and Nga valued TT-SET, but Nga thought critique was necessary before 
use. Though they had a positive relationship with their peer, the three academics did 
not highly value their peer’s feedback because they regarded them as junior peers. 
They believed that their peers just gave positive comment on their teaching. However, 
they admitted that observing their peer teach led to investigation of issues to consider 
for their own practice. They regarded themselves as experienced academics. It is likely 
that Cuc’s and Giang’s reflection focused on the process whereas Nga engaged in 
premise reflection. They all made changes despite reservations, gained confidence in 
their teaching capacity, and planned changes to future practice. Yet, it is possible that 
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they were already competent and had a level of self-efficacy that helped them to be 
reflective. They seemed to get a benefit out of the intervention and use it as an 
opportunity to be self-reflective, which might be a quality they had before the 
intervention. 
5.2.4. Binh and Phung 
Binh has had about five years’ teaching experience, and Phung has spent six years in 
teaching. The two academics were familiar with collecting SETs and often observed 
students’ attitude and engagement to refine teaching. They had similar responses to 
the TT-SET and POT because they perceived the two lenses as useful for their 
reflection, but in some instances, they found their peer’s feedback discouraging. 
5.2.4.1. Teaching beliefs and aspirations 
Binh believed that it was vital for academics to be pedagogically sound to facilitate 
classroom learning, including understanding students’ needs, promoting 
communicative activities and being clear in delivery. According to Binh, an effective 
academic needs to be committed to teaching by improving pedagogical knowledge and 
being kind to students. She clarified: “A good and effective academic should work 
wholeheartedly on teaching, be good at educational methodologies, and always learn 
to improve teaching practices” (Binh—INT). 
Binh also believed that students can engage in communicative activities where 
learning can occur through practice, developing comprehensive language skills: 
My purpose is to develop students’ communication competence. I help them not 
only grasp knowledge such as grammar but also use it. (Binh—INT) 
After collecting the early-term SET, Binh developed strategies to use in her course to 
improve teaching as indicated in Table 5.10.  
Table 5.10: Binh’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
needed to promote practice in 
listening and speaking 
make speaking 
activities 
interesting 
- organising pair work and group work 
and encouraging students to give 
personal ideas and speak more English 
- training their pronunciation 
- needed to give clearer 
explanations for vocabulary 
and grammatical points 
- needed to provide students 
with more exercises 
improve clarity of 
communicating 
ideas in lesson 
presentations 
- helping students gain understanding of 
new words 
- giving a variety of exercises to develop 
their vocabulary 
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Phung’s assumption about teaching is that, to boost learning interest, it is vital to 
facilitate real-life communication with fun in the classroom. As she said: 
Most students like teaching organized via games. In listening, they liked to listen 
to news taken from BBC channel, movies, or songs. They like exciting 
atmosphere. They expect to learn more speaking so that they can communicate in 
future business environment. (Phung—INT) 
Realising her students to be passive in learning, Phung thought that they needed step-
by-step delivery of lesson content before being able to communicate in groups or pairs:  
There is a part in this programme on “how to give a presentation.” I wanted to 
give them clear instruction on how to structure a presentation before practicing 
in groups… I tried to finish “theory” before “practice.” (Phung—DEB) 
Phung set up a plan to improve teaching as listed on her pre-observation form as 
follows, combining student needs and her aspirations (Table 5.11). 
Table 5.11: Phung’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
needed to present lesson more 
slowly and in more details 
- deliver lessons at an 
appropriate level for 
students 
- increase constructive 
feedback to students 
- adjust speech flow when 
delivering lessons 
sharing teacher’s realistic work 
experience or creating rapport 
- needed to give more time 
speaking and listening 
activities (i.e., encourage 
communication in English) 
- needed to provide students 
with more homework and 
reference materials 
- promote more practice on 
pronunciation 
- encourage students’ 
discussions in class and 
sharing of ideas 
- make presentations 
interesting, using sense of 
humour  
- organising group/pair-work 
activities so that students can 
get support from their peer 
and the teacher 
- giving rewards (bonus grades) 
or punishment 
- using sense of humour to 
interest students and engage 
them in learning 
 
5.2.4.2. Perceived values: both positive and negative 
Binh and Phung regarded TT-SET augmented with POT as useful for informing 
teaching, but they were concerned about the way peers gave feedback. They used SET 
to inform their teaching performance because they perceived it as reliable and worth 
considering: 
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I think the early-term SET for my targeted area of teaching was good. They 
provided very specific ideas about my teaching. I think student feedback was 
appropriate and varied. (Phung—INT) 
These academics used SET for reflecting on teaching and for guiding changes: 
I respect students’ ideas. As you know, there is an intangible teacher-student tie. 
If the tie is strong enough, academics will try to meet the needs. My students’ 
attitude affected me a lot. I tried to see if they cooperated and made progress, or 
if my teaching contributed to their improvement. (Binh—DEB) 
Binh found the feedback from one peer unhelpful because of peer judgmental 
feedback, and Phung found it discouraging because her peer gave feedback only on 
negative aspects of her practice without praise: 
An wanted to give me feedback, but she said I did this and that is wrong. 
Meanwhile, my students told me that they could catch the points well and 
participated in speaking activities. It did not matter, you see, but she kept saying 
that way. (Binh—INT) 
Binh had a second peer who gave constructive feedback and created a collegial 
relationship, and she indicated her satisfaction with the feedback and found it useful. 
5.2.4.3. Impact on pedagogical reasoning 
Binh 
Binh’s new comprehension focuses on effective use of time and facilitation of self-
study. Through the first POT, Binh learnt new strategies to facilitate speaking 
activities, to time lessons appropriately, and to promote self-study: 
I learned how to organise activities to promote speaking skill, make students more 
active, time lesson contents appropriately, save more time by quick grouping, and 
promote self-study. (Binh—TRR1) 
With new strategies learned from the second peer, Binh changed the way she managed 
the class and adopted a style that engaged students in learning: “I stimulated students’ 
interest and enthusiasm in learning” (Binh—TRR2). She also said: 
After Cuc’s advice, I could minimise dead time and save time for other activities. 
I made a change on timing of classroom activities by grouping students more 
appropriately and setting time frames suitable for each activity. I was selective in 
getting feedback. (Binh—INT) 
160 
 
The review of three videos provided evidence that Binh made some changes to her 
practice. During the first two videoed sessions, she had problems in class management 
with interactions, lack of detailed instruction for activities, and inappropriate 
sequencing of lessons with much dead time. In the third video, Binh stimulated interest 
in learning by organising varied activities, including games, exercises, and speaking 
activities with pair-work discussion and group-work presentation. She sequenced her 
lesson more appropriately; dead time was much reduced. Binh attempted to enhance 
clarity of teaching delivery; for example, she integrated with other activities teaching 
vocabulary, checking students’ understanding of vocabulary, offering synonyms and 
Vietnamese translation during grammar exercises or the reading section. However, 
while she showed her enthusiasm in teaching during the first two videos, she appeared 
to be tired and did not move around to offer support during the third video (Binh—
VID3). The results of TT-SETs before and after the intervention remained unchanged 
(see Appendix N.9). From the researcher’s viewpoint, Binh made changes to enhance 
practice, but her low level of enthusiasm, which might have resulted from her 
overloaded schedule (RJ (researcher journal)), may have affected students’ interest in 
learning – the goal she wanted to achieve. The experience of the intervention led to 
Binh’s intention to pursue a learner-centred approach and adjust instructional 
strategies. She said: “Next term, I will pursue the communicative approach and 
simplify lesson content so that students left behind can keep pace with others and join 
in communication” (Binh—INT). 
Binh said she was confident in teaching. Dialogue about teaching with her peer 
affirmed Binh’s teaching strategies as Cuc said: “Your teaching style is the same as 
mine” (Cuc—DEB). When both academics described similar problems and shared 
ideas about solutions, Binh was confident in her teaching skills: “When I organised 
teaching as what Cuc did, class time was used effectively… Learning from peer’s 
feedback helped me deliver better presentations” (Binh—INT).  
In summary, Binh has got more than 5 years’ teaching experience in several 
institutions. She used students and peers as lenses for reflection: informing about 
teaching (i.e. identifying her strengths and weaknesses or important aspects of teaching 
that she was unaware of, and reconfirming teaching appropriateness). However, she 
believed that if colleagues’ relationship was not good, feedback did not count. 
Learning came from an observer who was compatible in age and experience and knew 
161 
 
how to give constructive feedback. The intervention had much positive impact on her 
reflection, helping her identify good or bad things of practice. However, heavy 
workload did not allow her to make timely changes to teaching even though she 
intensified more group-work activities in the late sessions of the course. She believed 
she made good changes to teaching. However, she paid deference to one of her peers 
in giving feedback and had a relationship breakdown with the other because of 
judgmental attitudes. This aspect is discussed in more depth in section 7.3.2.2. Binh’s 
experience of the intervention is summarised in Figure 5.10. 
 
Figure 5.10: Summary logic model for Binh 
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Phung 
Phung’s new understanding of practice emphasised the flexibility of teaching delivery. 
She learned that flexible teaching delivery, combined with entertaining activities, 
could make her students comfortable and interested in learning. She also perceived 
that encouragement of speaking interactions with “rewards and punishment” could 
promote student communicative activities: 
Flexible presentations of lessons with entertaining activities could make students 
comfortable and interested in learning. I often encourage teacher-student and 
student-student communication using rewards and punishment. The 
communication will make students get used to speaking English. (Phung—TRR2) 
Thanks to classroom observations and dialogue with her peer, Phung realised the value 
of asking students to prepare for lessons to have more time for speaking and using 
technology to vary methods that interest learners: 
I learned Giang’s way of organising classroom activities, grouping students, 
giving tasks, combining presenting lessons with games, and making classroom 
atmosphere exciting. (Phung—INT) 
Phung’s comprehension of new techniques and methods to enhance student learning 
resulted in changes of teaching practice. Phung explained: 
I enhanced students’ speaking activities in pairs or groups, designed tasks for 
group-work so that speaking skill could be promoted. I reduced “theoretical” 
content and organised games through using Power-point to create an interesting 
atmosphere and help students grasp lessons. (Phung—INT) 
Considering areas requiring improvement suggested by the peer, Phung created more 
teacher-student communication by asking questions to check teaching appropriateness, 
facilitating students’ sharing of ideas, giving clear instructions, and allowing more 
student-talking time. She intensified classroom communication and improved the 
learning atmosphere through watching her peer’s presentation: 
I have learned how to use sense of humour, present lessons beautifully and 
properly with PowerPoint, and organise games with the content. Since then, my 
teaching has been improved with application of games and more teacher-student 
and student-student interactions. The classroom atmosphere became more 
comfortable. (Phung—TRR2) 
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These changes, which were not evident during the first two, were detected in the third 
video. Phung engaged students in the class activities. She used pictures and instructed 
the lesson more clearly, reduced dead time and teacher-talking time. She still used 
eliciting methods to encourage students to share their ideas and organised pair work 
and games to enhance their participation in discussion as in the first two videos. She 
appeared to be friendly and cheerful with smiles and jokes during the session. Her flow 
of delivery was appropriate and clear with step-by-step explanation, instruction, and 
feedback (Phung—VID3). Students rated her significantly higher for end-of-term TT-
SET items related to interest stimulation, use of humour, and appropriateness of 
delivery (see Appendix N.10). The researcher believed that Phung achieved three of 
her goals and made effective changes to these aspects of practice. 
Although stating the importance of using technology to enhance learning, Phung did 
not make changes regarding this for the course during the intervention; Phung 
promised next term changes to teaching by enhancing more communicative activities 
with fun through the use of technology. Her aim was to stimulate the students’ interest: 
Next term, I will use technology in teaching delivery with games, English movies, 
and songs which will lead to speaking activities. I will also set homework for 
them such as role-plays or dramas. I think these will make students more excited 
and students will use English for communication. (Phung—INT) 
Phung increased confidence throughout the process of TT-SET augmented with POT 
because of the belief that she had more credibility in teaching: “When I made changes 
with regard to student feedback, I realised that students were more interested and 
comfortable” (Phung—INT). She also had intention to share teaching ideas: “I like to 
have conversations about teaching with my peer” (Phung—INT). 
In summary, Phung has been teaching for more than 5 years. She viewed TT-SET as 
a useful formative lens for reflection. She considered peer feedback via POT as an 
important opportunity to reflect and learn from others by identifying her strengths and 
weaknesses. However, she would like to have an observer who was enthusiastic and 
wholehearted in giving feedback. Phung made changes by using sense of humour, 
encouragement of spoken communication, reducing teaching ‘theory’ and organizing 
games with application  of technology. She received higher ratings by students. Phung 
became confident in teaching and wanted to share teaching ideas with others and 
conduct POT. Phung’s experience of the intervention is summarised in Figure 5.11. 
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Figure 5.11: Summary logic model for Phung 
5.2.4.4. Summary 
Both academics regarded TT-SET as useful for their reflection whereas they were 
concerned about the way their peer gave feedback, which sounded judgmental or 
focused on negative comments. However, Binh had a positive experience with her 
second peer. Their negative experience with peer feedback may imply that lack of 
training in giving feedback may create negative feelings. However, both academics’ 
reflection assisted them to make changes. Particularly, Phung made effective changes 
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in some aspects that received higher end-of-term ratings. Both Binh and Phung felt 
confident in their practice and indicated they would continue to make changes. 
5.2.5. An 
An had more than 20 years’ experience and felt confident in teaching. She often 
observed students’ attitude to informing practice. TT-SET plus POT was not a positive 
experience for her because she did not value early-term TT-SET or the peer, whom 
she considered to be an inexperienced junior academic. 
5.2.5.1. Teaching beliefs and aspirations 
An emphasised the importance of content knowledge in effective teaching, which was 
viewed from the academic’s role of ‘a knowledge provider with a sense of humour’: 
Teaching delivery must ensure good content (e.g., grammar) and comprehensibility 
or clarity with a sense of humour. An academic can play the role of an actor/actress. 
If he/she cannot, he/she will fail to deliver lessons. Besides, knowledge of an 
academic should be beyond that of textbooks. Good students can understand 
lessons well, but weak ones cannot; thus, an academic with broad knowledge can 
help keep all students interested in learning. (An—DEB) 
According to An, effective teaching also means how to keep learners engaged. 
Offering students extra materials was perceived as a means to motivate learners. She 
noted: “I often download materials for students” (An—INT). Based on her teaching 
beliefs without considering TT-SET, An set up a plan to improve teaching as 
summarised in Table 5.12. 
Table 5.12: An’s aspirations and intended strategies 
Perceived teaching problems Aspirations Intended strategies 
- needed to make lesson presentations 
logical and systematic 
- needed to deliver lessons at an 
appropriate level for students 
- needed to enhance the clarity of 
communicated ideas and information 
improve ways of 
organising 
teaching 
- re-organising students for 
participation in discussions  
- checking students’ attendance 
needed to give students feedback stimulate 
students’ interest 
in learning 
- being more dynamic and 
energetic in conducting lessons 
- being more active to show 
rapport and empathy 
- being humorous 
needed to consider the usefulness of 
material content 
stimulate 
students’ creative 
thinking about the 
subject 
giving more updated detailed and 
practical materials to motivate 
students to learn and stimulate their 
curiosity 
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5.2.5.2. Perceived values: not beneficial 
An believed SET reliability increased with the time students studied with academics. 
She doubted the result of early-term SETs because she believed that a few teaching 
sessions did not allow students to give accurate feedback. As a result, she did not 
consider it in her plan to improve teaching. Instead, she found it useful to self-evaluate 
performance through observing student attitudes against her predetermined goals: “I 
do not care much about TT-SET, but I can know about student needs through 
observation which helps me know if students like my performance or not” (An—INT). 
She believed that the end-of-term TT-SET would be more reliable: 
It is hard to say whether student feedback is 100% accurate. At the beginning of 
the course with just one or two sessions delivered, student ratings are inadequate. 
If the feedback is gathered after two-thirds of course time or at the end of the 
course, it could be more accurate, ranging from 70% to 80%. (An—INT) 
An also did not trust peer feedback and averred that observing her peer teach was not 
useful because she regarded her peer as a novice. An perceived that the reliability of 
peer feedback relied on a peer’s degree of trustfulness and experience. She said: “My 
peer observer is too young and inexperienced to give feedback on my teaching” (An—
INT). She believed that experience was the first criterion for a trusted and reliable peer 
because it was associated with the level of confidence in pedagogical capability. An 
thought that Binh was incapable of teaching effectively. She explained:  
I have not learned anything from Binh for two reasons. First, she is inexperienced. 
I am much older than she is, and I have spent more years in the profession than 
she has. Second, I am capable of and natural in teaching even when being 
observed… Whether academics get the shivers down their spine under 
observation is important. If they do, everything will go wrong despite their good 
preparation. Binh was scared! (An—INT) 
5.2.5.3. Impact on pedagogical reasoning 
Because of An’s perspectives regarding student and peer feedback, she did not take 
feedback into account to inform her practice. Instead, she observed students’ attitudes, 
which helped her refine her teaching. An’s new comprehension was that facilitating 
self-study would enhance learning interest, implying that traditional teacher-centred 
methods could bore students. She noted: 
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In response to student needs through observation, I realised that facilitating self-
study could motivate or interest the students in learning. For example, in the past, 
I used the “old” or traditional methods in teaching, students did not listen to my 
presentation, but now they excitedly look into studying matters more broadly 
even though they have known the issues. I can see the effectiveness. (An—INT) 
An did not make any changes as planned. Her ways of organising teaching and 
stimulating learners’ interest and creative thinking appeared to be the same. Her 
delivery was clear, but she did not actively engage students in learning as evidenced 
in the three videos. Students seemed bored with individual presentations because, 
while one student was speaking, others did not pay attention (An—VID3).  The results 
of end-of-term TT-SETs indicated significantly lower ratings on seven teaching 
aspects (see Appendix N.11). From the researcher’s perspective, An did not make 
changes to improve her practice. She did not take the peer’s feedback seriously and 
had a breakdown in her relationship with Binh because she may have thought Binh’s 
critique challenged her values (RJ). The interpretation of An’s reluctance to use the 
peer’s feedback was that she did not value Binh’s feedback which lacked sensitivity 
related to power difference and may have turned into criticism. It seems more plausible 
than the interpretation that An thought she was good enough and did not need to 
improve. It was based on data noted in the researcher journal (e.g., An’s motivation to 
participate in the intervention, changes of attitudes during the debriefing, and the 
meaning implied during the interview). Her awareness of practice was based on 
experience, which contributed to her rationalisation of her new comprehension. 
Further to this change in teaching beliefs, An intended to use technology to support 
teaching in the future despite not explaining this new understanding of practice. She 
said: “In the near future, I sure will use PowerPoint with pictures, which are 
specific/concrete and practical to interest students in learning” (An—INT). Her 
awareness of the usefulness of technology in teaching might have resulted from 
observing her peer’s teaching because the peer often used PowerPoint in class (RJ). 
She said, “I have not used much ‘slideshows’ for my presentation” (An—INT). 
An’s confidence in teaching capabilities was not a result of the intervention process 
but from her experience. She said: 
168 
 
In general, in terms of grammar, I do not need to prepare for it because I have 
been teaching for a long time and mastered it. As for generic knowledge, what 
the textbook covers is no problem to me. (An—INT) 
In summary, An had more than 20 years’ teaching experience. She considered early-
term TT-SET unreliable and preferred to use observation on students’ attitude to 
inform teaching. The intervention did not have much positive impact on her reflection, 
except that she changed her belief about using more technology in teaching. She 
received lower ratings for the end-of-term TT-SET. An felt self-confident in her 
teaching due to her experience. Although she did not have a positive experience with 
the intervention, she believed that students and peer lenses can be useful for teaching 
improvement. She experienced a breakdown in relationship with her junior peer and 
expected to have a more experienced professional or some observer who was 
compatible in age and experience. An’s experience of the intervention is summarised 
in Figure 5.12. 
169 
 
 
Figure 5.12: Summary logic model for An 
An did not value student feedback because it was collected earlier in the course. This 
may imply that she confused the formative purpose with summative purpose of student 
feedback. She did not value her peer’s feedback because she thought the peer was a 
novice and felt that the peer sounded judgmental. An’s learning about teaching was 
based on her experience and her reflection was actually rationalisation of practice 
because she did not use external data for reflection, at least data from TT-SET and 
POT. She did not make changes to her teaching during the intervention. However, she 
intended to make changes to her future practice. 
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5.3. Summary of the chapter 
Each of the participants (the embedded cases within the overarching single case study) 
reflects diverse perceptions of the benefits of the intervention for their reflection on 
pedagogical reasoning. They varied in teaching beliefs and aspirations to improve 
teaching. Ten out of eleven participants appeared to be willing to engage in the 
implementation of TT-SET augmented with POT. They used student and peer lenses 
to guide changes in their teaching practice, which was illustrated within a summary 
logic model.  
The TT-SET augmented with POT appeared to be a promising tool for professional 
learning and development. Academics were able to gain insights into their pedagogical 
practice and theory through student and peer feedback and teaching observation. As a 
result, they articulated their teaching beliefs and initiated actions to improve practice. 
This chapter, using cluster analysis where participants were grouped according to 
similar experience of TT-SET augmented with POT, provides a rich picture of the 
impact of the intervention process on individual academics. All the academics’ stories 
will be drawn together to answer the research question in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 6. Addressing the Research Questions 
The individual stories described in Chapter 5 illustrate a complicated reality of the 
implementation of TT-SET augmented with POT in the research university. The 
findings in Chapter 5 were deduced by examining each participant independently. The 
second phase of data analysis involved examining data and findings across 
participants. The themes emerging from individual participants were examined across 
all the academics. Findings from individual academics’ experiences are synthesised. 
An analysis of the synthesised data included examining each of the research questions 
across the participants. To give comprehensive answers to the main question: “In the 
context of a Vietnamese university, how does TT-SET augmented with POT impact on 
academics’ pedagogical reasoning?” it is necessary to address the sub-questions 
through cross-participant thematic analysis. The questions are interrelated. To 
understand how the intervention impacts on academics’ pedagogical reasoning (main 
question), it is necessary to document the perceived impact of the intervention on 
academics’ new comprehensions with respect to areas such as practice, beliefs and 
attitudes (sub-question 1), reflection – the key mediator of these new understandings 
which may encourage their changes (sub-question 2), and challenges to its 
implementation (sub-question 3). Lastly, a summary is drawn from the analysis and 
synthesis. 
6.1. Perceived impact of the intervention 
Sub-question 1: What is the perceived impact of TT-SET augmented with POT on 
academics’ practice, beliefs, and attitudes? 
This section presents the changes in academics’ process of pedagogical reasoning and 
action under the intervention. These include enhanced reflection and comprehension, 
action for current and future practice, and other outcomes. 
6.1.1. Reflection 
This section looks at academics’ reflection and new comprehensions. The intervention 
prompted academics to reflect on or become aware of their practice. Through 
reflection, academics gained new knowledge on aspects such as practice and personal 
theories of English language teaching or reflective abilities. The ways in which the 
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process helped them think about their teaching and make changes to their practice were 
the structured steps including identifying teaching problems through TT-SET, 
discussing them at the debriefing after reciprocal observation of peer’s teaching, and 
writing reflection reports (see section 6.2). 
Ten academics perceived the benefits of TT-SET augmented with POT for 
professional learning through the identification of techniques, strategies, and 
approaches that they thought would improve practice. Their gain in pedagogical 
knowledge centred on practice, context of practice, theory of practice, and reflective 
ability. Table 6.1 presents examples of the academics’ reflection and new 
comprehension.  
Academics’ reflection is categorised, as shown in the second column of Table 6.1, 
based on Mezirow’s (1991) content, process, and premise reflection. Content and 
process reflection is associated with problem-framing and problem-solving 
respectively, (i.e., focusing on problems in the situation and examining strategies and 
procedures to solve them). Premise reflection involves the questioning of one’s beliefs 
and assumptions (i.e., addressing the why of teaching, the reasons for and the 
consequences of what one does (Mezirow, 2003)). In addition, it is suggested that 
reflection may lead to new comprehensions, and teachers’ learning can be divided into: 
single-loop learning (the adoption of new action strategies to refine practice) and 
double-loop learning (the changing or complete shift of one’s assumptions) (Argyris 
& Schön, 1974). 
All academics engaged in content and process reflection and single-loop learning, and 
three of them also engaged in premise reflection and double-loop learning (see Table 
6.1). Content reflection can be illustrated in Hang’s words: “POT made me reflect on 
teaching, i.e. critically identify what aspects of teaching are good and what needs 
improving” (Hang—INT). Hang identified some teaching problems as written in the 
peer observer’s feedback form: 
Detailed instruction should be given before carrying out activities such as 
discussions or exercises. It is necessary to encourage weak students to 
communicate by forcing them to talk instead of letting them volunteer for tasks. 
Giving some fun activities could inspire the students. The teacher should speak 
more slowly. (Hang—POF1) 
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Table 6.1: Academics’ enhanced reflection and other outcomes 
Participants Reflection Comprehensions 
Action 
Attitudes Actual changes to current 
practice 
Intended changes to future 
practice 
An 
co
n
te
n
t 
an
d
 p
ro
ce
ss
 (
th
e 
w
h
at
 a
n
d
 t
h
e 
h
o
w
) 
Effective teaching requires facilitating learners’ self-
study and use of technology. 
no changes will use technology in teaching confident 
Binh 
Instruction on self-study promotes students’ creative 
thinking and engagement in learning. Effective lesson 
timing fosters students’ speaking. 
stimulated students’ interest and 
enthusiasm 
made a change in timing of 
classroom activities 
will pursue the communicative 
approach and simplify lesson 
content 
confident 
Cuc 
Building good academic student relationships can 
stimulate interest. Content knowledge is less important 
than skill development. Appropriate level of content 
supports the engagement of weaker students. 
integrated four language skills 
in teaching delivery 
will promote comprehensive 
language skills with basic 
knowledge. 
confident 
Dang 
Interesting communicative activities promote learning. 
Students need academics to listen to and address their 
needs. 
used sense of humour, video 
clips, and games to review 
lesson 
will design a variety of 
exercises, supply video clips 
besides pictures, and connect 
knowledge and reality 
confident 
Phung 
Rewards and punishments, flexible presentations of 
lessons with entertaining activities through technical aids 
can make students comfortable and interested in learning. 
enhanced students’ speaking 
activities in pairs or groups, 
designed tasks for group work, 
limited “theoretical” content and 
organised games through using 
PowerPoint to promote 
interaction 
will use technology and 
organise fun activities with 
humour to encourage 
communication 
 
confident 
En 
Effective teaching can be achieved through the use of 
context in language teaching and sense of humour for 
interactions. 
organised fun activities through 
group-work 
used context to introduce new 
words 
will organise varied activities, 
redesign textbook tasks, give 
extra materials, give individual 
support, facilitate cooperative 
learning, and collect student 
feedback 
confident 
Giang 
Content delivery needs more attention to avoid neglect of 
important issues which are assumed to be easy for 
was careful in delivery of lesson 
content 
will diversify activities to 
motivate learners 
confident 
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students, and individual support should be given to those 
could not keep pace with the lesson. 
gave individual support to those 
who had fallen behind 
Hang 
Effective teaching requires being more flexibly selective 
in content delivery (i.e., avoid complete dependence on 
textbook content) and provide extra materials and clarity. 
made some adjustments to style 
and subject matter: was more 
enthusiastic, spoke more slowly, 
gave clearer explanation of 
concepts 
will promote students’ 
communication through 
speaking and writing 
will use learner-centred 
approach to enhance students’ 
critical and creative thinking 
confident 
Khoa 
p
re
m
is
e 
(t
h
e 
w
h
y
) 
Effectiveness requires innovative teaching (restructure 
lessons with varied fun activities, promote self-study, and 
care for individuals). Lessons and methods should be 
more teacher-directed. Provide premises for future 
application of knowledge and understanding of reality. 
timed lessons appropriately with 
individual care 
used funny stories to interest 
students 
focused on content knowledge 
which was teacher-oriented 
will use competitive games or 
music to engage students in 
learning 
confident 
Nga 
A communicative approach should be combined with 
traditional language teaching. Extra care should be paid 
to weak students. 
Getting evidence for reasoning through observations of 
peer teaching was a way of becoming more critical in 
reflecting on practice. 
adjusted delivery speed, used 
varied methods, cared for those 
who could not keep pace with 
lessons 
will adjust speed of delivery, 
facilitate students’ participation 
and self-reflection, take greater 
care for those who had fallen 
behind 
confident 
Dieu 
Reflection from students’ and peer’s feedback is 
important for the changes to teaching. Making ongoing 
changes to teaching make practice more effective and 
students more interested. Task-based learning enhances 
interest and cooperative learning. 
used meaningful tasks with 
authentic language 
will promote task-based 
learning with group or pair 
interactions, on-the-spot 
application of knowledge, 
lesson-and-reality connection 
will continue to make changes 
and improve practice 
confident 
Note: Types of changes (Technical, Pedagogical, Critical) See section 6.1.2 
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Then, Hang examined the strategies that would help to solve the problems. This is an 
example of process reflection, as Hang said: “I will present lessons more slowly, ask 
students questions to establish a habit of discussion, and help their critical and creative 
thinking” (Hang—TRR2). This is evidenced in the third video where Hang spoke more 
slowly in explaining new words and used an eliciting strategy to stimulate students’ 
critical thinking to find word meanings (Hang—VID3). Therefore, Hang adopted new 
strategies to refine her teaching, and her teaching belief was modified as a result of 
reflection. She said: “In the past, I just stuck to the textbook content, but now I am 
more flexible and selective in teaching” (Hang—INT). Similarly, other participants 
engaged in content and process reflection and single-loop learning. For example, 
Giang thought about her practice by reconsidering the appropriateness of her teaching 
delivery for students. Dang considered the context of practice where students liked fun 
activities and she organised more interesting communicative activities. En gained an 
understanding that teaching vocabulary should be connected with their context of use. 
Binh learned that effective use of class time could allow more student communicative 
activities. 
Three academics (Dieu, Nga, Khoa) engaged in premise reflection and double-loop 
learning. Dieu said: “I evaluated the effectiveness of my teaching activities in order to 
see if I should make complete changes or improve the existing activities” (Dieu—
INT). She believed: “Solutions to the problems should be designed in different ways 
to see why this or that solution fits” (Dieu—INT). Dieu believed that trying different 
solutions to a problem more often helped to see which worked best. Dieu thought that 
making changes to teaching made her practice more effective and interested her 
students. It was also a way to know what students thought. This means she became 
aware of her teaching, and made changes to her teaching. This can be seen as adopting 
reflective practice in teaching. 
I see trying making changes to teaching made practice more effective. My 
students became more interested because they had a chance to communicate ideas 
with one another through the changes. Then, I know them more.  (Dieu—INT) 
The reflection led Dieu to double-loop learning; she realised that reflection from 
students’ and peer’s feedback is important for the changes to teaching. She confirmed: 
“After getting feedback [from students and peer], I realised reflection is important for 
the changes” (Dieu—INT). Getting feedback from students could provide her with 
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evidence in order to affirm whether or not changes are effective, and making ongoing 
changes and critically examining whether they were effective and why was perceived 
by Dieu as a way to improve practice. This can be seen as an evidence-based inquiry 
into practice, so Dieu’s premise reflection was, after the intervention, that she became 
aware of the importance of reflection for changes to improve teaching. 
Nga believed that she was using a communicative approach in teaching and assumed 
this approach would work well. However, after observing Hang’s teaching and how 
she dealt with the students who could not keep pace with the lesson, Nga learned why 
these students could not engage in learning. Instead of using only a communicative 
approach, the grammar translation method can be used so that every student can learn. 
Nga believed that using a traditional method (grammar translation) in teaching could 
help her students learn in similar situations (as evidenced in section 5.2.3.3). By getting 
the evidence (from the peer’s teaching) for her reasoning of practice and observations 
of peer teaching, Nga gained her new understanding that the peer lens helped her see 
how what she reasoned works in other classroom setting and she became more critical 
in reflecting on practice. Thus, Nga’s premise reflection was that getting evidence for 
her reasoning from external sources such as observation of peer’s teaching was 
important to the affirmation of her reasoning and made her more critical. She said: 
By observing the peer’s teaching, I know what combination of my approaches 
works. Then, I became more critical in analysing, for example, if these strategies 
work for students. I mean observations helped me find evidence for my reasoning 
for more appropriate applications of the strategies. So, my new knowledge about 
my teaching is that observing others makes me more critical in reflecting on 
teaching. (Nga—INT) 
Similarly, POT stimulated Khoa’s restructuring of belief in how to engage students in 
learning. Before, Khoa planned lessons to satisfy the students’ preferred way of 
teaching: learning English with fun activities. However, she came to realise that 
organising fun activities did not always help them learn the necessary language skills: 
students could have fun, but they did not learn much. She said: “However, after POT, 
I realized that if the students were excessively served that way, I would fail to impart 
necessary knowledge” (Khoa—INT). Thus, she thought imposing her own ideas about 
teaching methods on students would help them learn: organising content and activities 
that she believed useful for their learning and future career. Khoa’s belief changed 
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from what she felt was ‘student-directed’ into ‘teacher-directed’ content, so her 
premise reflection was that delivering content she thought would be valuable for 
language skill development is more important than simply organising fun activities as 
students desired (see evidence in section 5.2.2.3). 
An formed a special case. Her understanding of practice resulted from her experience. 
She believed facilitating students’ self-study could enhance learning. Although An did 
not take notice of students’ and peer’s feedback or learn skills from her peer, the 
intervention somehow triggered her awareness of practice. She realised that using 
PowerPoint in lesson presentations could stimulate students’ interest although she did 
not confirm this is what she learned from the peer. 
Through the intervention, the academics’ reflection on aspects of the what, the how, 
and/or the why of teaching seems have been stimulated or promoted, which led to their 
learning of new strategies to refine practice or changing of teaching beliefs or 
assumptions. The new comprehensions the academics identified may trigger actions 
to solve problems of current or future practice, which is presented in the following 
section. 
6.1.2. Actions 
The actions that academics actually took or intended to take may be categorised into 
technical, pedagogical, and critical changes as reported in Bell (2001). Only technical 
and pedagogical changes were observed in this study. Academics may have made more 
than one type of change, as summarised in Table 6.1. 
Technical changes focused on technical adjustments (without changing teaching 
strategies or methods) such as timing classroom activities, using audio-visual aids, 
speaking slowly, and providing extra materials. For example, with new strategies from 
her peer, Binh reported her changes in her class management (e.g., grouping students). 
As noted in section 5.2.4.3, Binh made changes to her practice. Compared with her 
teaching in video 1 and 2, her teaching in video 3 had changed: Binh sequenced her 
lesson more appropriately, reduced dead time (grouped students quickly for 
discussion) (Binh—VID3). In the interview, Binh also confirmed that she reduced 
much dead time and grouped students for discussion quickly. Likewise, Khoa was 
responsive to her peer’s feedback and started to solve the problem identified by Dang: 
“I think Khoa went through some sections so fast. It could be effective to use 
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Vietnamese for explaining abstract vocabulary” (Khoa—POF1). Khoa made changes 
related to appropriate timing with care for those who could not keep pace with the 
lesson. The third video showed that Khoa reduced dead time and teacher-talking time 
by using varied activities to engage students in learning, and paid attention to 
individual students (Khoa—VID3). Hang also adjusted the speed of her lesson delivery 
to suit all students. The third video showed that Hang spoke more slowly to explain 
new words and ideas than before (Hang—VID3). 
Pedagogical changes related to the pedagogical modification of teaching strategies or 
methods such as encouraging students’ (English language) communication, 
collaboration skills (e.g., group-work, pair-work), developing students’ critical and 
creative thinking, giving individual support, and strategies for motivating students in 
class (e.g., using games or music as a means to engage students in learning). 
Participants perceived that they had made pedagogical changes such as developing 
students’ critical thinking, communication, and collaboration skills, strategies for 
motivating students in class, content sequence cohesion, strategies for facilitating 
students’ reflection, and language skills. For instance, Binh reported that she tried to 
engage students in learning, and the third video-recording showed that she used varied 
activities (e.g., games) to stimulate students’ interest in learning (Binh—VID3). Cuc 
gained insights into practice by exploring the effectiveness of her pedagogy. She 
changed her practice to suit student needs: 
I changed or organised more classroom activities. I followed my students’ 
preferred way of teaching. When they wanted to be trained with listening, I gave 
more listening tasks… At first at the beginning of the course, I did not pay 
attention to training integrated skills, but now I do. (Cuc—INT) 
Cuc emphasised the necessity of integrating four language skills (listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing) rather than transferring content knowledge. The third video 
showed that Cuc scheduled teaching these language skills in her session. For example, 
the third video showed these steps: students were asked to share ideas about 
advantages and disadvantages of arbitration and litigation in groups; one student was 
asked to read a text from the book out loud and find the meaning of key words; students 
were also asked to rewrite the reading text using plain English; Cuc then explained 
listening strategies for the listening task, which seemed to be effective because many 
students could do the task (Cuc—VID3). Phung adjusted her practice after recognising 
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student needs, watching her peer teach and receiving peer feedback. The changes that 
Phung made were based on her understanding of students’ preferred way of teaching: 
facilitating real-life communication with fun in the classroom. Phung’s actions 
included as having more teacher-student communication by asking questions to check 
teaching appropriateness, facilitating students to share ideas, giving clear instructions, 
and allowing more student-talking time resulted from her peer’s feedback (Phung—
VID3). In the interview, Phung also mentioned that she intensified classroom 
communication and improved the learning atmosphere. Receiving Phung’s feedback 
and observing her teach led to Giang’s thinking of practice that facilitated timely 
adjustment to teaching. In the interview, Giang said that she refined her practice by 
paying attention to her style and delivery of lesson content. Dang’s new 
comprehension that fun activities could stimulate learning interest led to her 
adjustment of practice. Learning from the peer’s limitations in teaching, Nga identified 
the peer’s aspects of teaching that needed improving and figured out solutions for her 
own problems. Caring about those students who could not keep pace with others when 
using the communicative approach, Nga also used a traditional method (e.g., 
translating a reading message (Nga—VID3) so that weaker students could understand 
it). Hang responded to suggestions by her peer, Nga, to solve her identified problems 
of teaching: clarity of instruction, management of students’ communication, and 
organisation of interesting activities. Dieu engaged students in meaningful tasks with 
authentic language. For example, she set up a competitive game by showing a picture 
depicting an event in native speakers’ setting and asking groups of students to build as 
many passive voice sentences as possible (Dieu—VID3). She believed that facilitating 
more interactions among students through games, guiding questions, and the like 
would stimulate students’ interest in learning. These examples indicated that most 
academics made pedagogical changes. 
Critical changes related to trying completely different practice such as the adoption of 
reflective practice as an ongoing strategy for teaching improvement (e.g., collecting 
SETs or learning from colleagues) or adopting quite different teaching methods. 
Critical changes were not observed in this study. However, there were two instances 
whereby academics intended to make critical changes to future practice. For example, 
with a changed view that ongoing learning enhanced teaching effectiveness, Dieu 
intended to join in collaborative learning with colleagues. Similarly, collecting TT-
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SETs is En’s strategy to find evidence for her practice. These intentions imply that 
they regarded reflection as a mechanism for making changes to improve teaching and 
may adopt reflective practice in the future. One of the possible explanations for the 
lack of observed critical changes could be the short time span (which will be discussed 
later). For example, Nga gave her opinion: “A few weeks between POTs was not 
enough for major changes” (Nga—INT). 
In addition to changes to current practice, the academics also wanted to make changes 
to their future practice. Their intention was also varied with technical, pedagogical, 
and critical planned changes. For example, En intended to provide students with more 
materials. Dieu said she would make pedagogical changes to her teaching in the 
direction of communicative language teaching with the focus on task-based language 
learning. Giang intended to refine her teaching strategy to encourage students’ interest 
in learning in the future: “I will diversify classroom activities to motivate learners” 
(Giang—INT). The intention to make critical changes was reported earlier. These 
intentions indicate that the academics were thinking about their actions to solve 
problems in future practice. An did not make actual changes to current practice, but 
intended to use PowerPoint in future practice. 
In comparing these actions with the academics’ new comprehensions resulting from 
reflection (see Table 6.1), it is possible to say that new understanding can trigger 
academics’ action for solving problems of current and future practice with an aim to 
improve teaching. 
6.1.3. Attitudes: increased confidence and self-efficacy 
Self-efficacy refers to one’s belief in his/her capabilities to execute behaviours 
necessary to produce specific performance attainments (Bandura, 1977a, 1986, 1997). 
Ten participants reported increased confidence and many of them may have developed 
a sense of self-efficacy through their new understandings of their teaching and actions 
to refine practice.  
Cuc, Dieu, En, Phung, Giang, and Nga reported that they developed confidence in their 
teaching. Cuc reported that feedback from her students and peer helped affirm her 
teaching methods. Cuc gave an explanation as to why she believed she could 
manipulate her influence on students’ learning:  
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Expectation? I think my students love me because they realised how enthusiastic 
and passionate I am [in lesson preparation and teaching] for their better learning 
outcomes. I believe that students may feel ashamed if they do not try their best. 
(Cuc—INT) 
Cuc said early in the course she thought about trying to integrate four language skills 
in teaching (i.e., in teaching a skill such as writing, Cuc designed a session that 
developed speaking, listening, and reading skills with a focus on writing) and applied 
her strategies a few weeks later. Then, she saw that she improved student attendance. 
She said she did not check attendance, but students came and rarely played truant (in 
the university context, checking attendance is perceived as a way to force students to 
attend the classes, and students’ course scores can be deducted for truancy). This claim 
is an example that implies Cuc’s mastery experience of her practice. Dieu and En had 
a feeling of “being better” and wanted to join in future collaborative learning to teach. 
Dieu expressed her confidence: “I see trying making changes to teaching made practice 
more effective. My students became more interested because they had a chance to 
interact with one another. Through the changes, I know them more” (Dieu—INT). 
Besides feeling confident, Dieu developed a belief that she can make a change in 
students’ learning: “I believe I can manipulate impact on students with well-prepared 
lessons” (Dieu—INT). This signals the development of self-efficacy. En believed she 
could have made a difference in student learning if she had not been involved in an 
accident: “I think I have tried to make good lesson plans and teach more actively in 
order to promote interest and engage students in learning. The outcomes could have 
been better if I were not injured [in the middle of the course]…” (En—INT). Phung, 
Giang, and Nga felt that they had more credibility in teaching. Phung believed that 
students were more interested in her lesson when she made changes. Giang had more 
certainty of her belief about teaching from applying her strategies successfully, and 
she said: “I realise that I taught more successfully this semester than before because I 
invested much time in lesson plans with varied activities, e.g., some useful games to 
help students learn” (Giang—INT). Nga believed that because of the changes she 
made, student end-of-term ratings “will sure be higher” (Nga—INT). Nga’s words 
show not only her confidence in performing her teaching well but also her belief in her 
capability of making a difference. 
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Three others – Dang, Khoa, and Hang – developed a belief in their ability to use a new 
strategy from vicarious experience or modelling which then motivated them to try the 
new teaching idea or become more creative. Dang felt confident in her teaching 
because she learned good techniques from her peer. She said: “…my teaching this term 
could not have been good without POT… I learned a good way to review lessons” 
(Dang—INT). Hang had similar vicarious experience: “[I] learned good things from 
observing her [Nga’s] teaching” (Hang—INT). Likewise, Khoa was confident in her 
pedagogy. Also, Khoa believed that she understood the teaching context well and 
could exert control over it and make students learn. She said: “I believed understanding 
the context can help me make it [orient what students should learn rather than organise 
fun activities as they wish]” (Khoa—INT). Khoa’s claim signals her enhanced self-
efficacy. 
Peers’ verbal feedback may contribute to some academics’ learning and changes, and 
they gained confidence when they implemented successfully what was suggested. 
Binh changed her practice after Cuc’s advice and thought it was more effective: “Cuc 
suggested I try this way… After Cuc’s advice, I could minimise dead time and save 
time for other activities…” (Binh—INT). An reported that she felt confident in her 
teaching based on her experience, not from learning through the intervention process. 
These participating academics reported a greater awareness of themselves and their 
pedagogical reasoning that brought about positive attitudes they had about their 
capabilities. Most of them felt confident, and the evidence shows that the intervention 
brought about mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion 
(Bandura, 1977a, 1997). These are possible sources of teachers’ sense of efficacy. 
Though not all participants indicated a clear-cut enhanced self-efficacy, several of 
them, namely Cuc, Dieu, En, Nga, and Khoa signalled the enhancement of self-
efficacy, their beliefs in their capabilities to take action and manipulate students’ 
learning. 
6.1.4. Enhanced collegiality and collaboration 
The development of collegiality and collaboration between peers appeared to 
contribute to the usefulness of reciprocal observation and debriefing. Though 
challenges existed in the peer relationship perceived by three academics (see section 
6.3.2.2) who did not develop collegiality and collaboration, sharing ideas about 
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teaching and observing peers teach was perceived by eight participants to nurture 
collegiality between peers. These eight participants reported that POT made their peer 
relationships develop to a new level. 
For example in the pair Dang-Khoa, Dang perceived a trustful and cooperative 
atmosphere with Khoa: “I trust Khoa. She is so nice” (Dang—INT). She also said she 
wanted to discuss teaching ideas and carry out reciprocal observation with Khoa: “I 
like to go on sharing teaching ideas and doing observations with Khoa” (Dang—INT). 
The good relationship between the peers influenced how they perceived their peer’s 
feedback, which facilitated reflection on practice and the course programme: 
Dang is out-going. I felt pleased to do POT with her… Dang’s feedback was more 
helpful: more constructive and more formative [i.e., more useful than TT-SET]. 
Because my peer knows pedagogical content knowledge and the programme, she 
could give more precise feedback on teaching effectiveness. (Khoa—INT) 
The peers also collaborated after POT. Collegiality was sometimes shown by the peers 
sharing sources of teaching materials. For example, Dang said: “Khoa gave me some 
video-clips for teaching and showed me some useful websites where I can find useful 
teaching materials.” (Dang—INT). 
A similar atmosphere developed between Dieu and En, due to their willingness to give 
feedback and learn from each other. POT drew these peers closer, leading to a closer 
friendship. Dieu said: “POT makes learning to teach more effective and peers closer. 
When giving feedback, we got in harmony with each other” (Dieu—INT). 
As presented in section 5.2.2.3, Dieu said that she would continue improving teaching 
so that other colleagues can learn from her and she can learn from them. This means 
she was willing to act as a support person and model teaching. Similarly, Khoa wanted 
to share teaching ideas and be observed by peers. She said: “I want to share my 
teaching ideas with others and would like them to observe my teaching because this 
collaboration with colleagues helps me reflect on teaching and gain new 
understanding” (Khoa—INT). Academics believed that classroom visits and peer 
feedback in mutual talks were valuable to self-directed learning. As these peers 
developed a strong collegial relationship that facilitated constructive feedback, they 
believed that they have improved important aspects of teaching. For example, En said: 
“I learned Dieu’s ways to stimulate students’ critical thinking and organise effective 
and fun activities to engage students in learning” (En—POF1). 
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The pair Giang-Phung felt a closer friendship than before. Phung reported that they 
were open in conversation about teaching and truthful about each other’s teaching 
problems. She said: “Our relationship is quite good. In general, we were open and 
truthful in giving feedback without apprehension” (Phung—INT). She also 
emphasised: “Because we are close friends, we were open and truthful with each other” 
(Phung—INT). Giang perceived the closeness with Phung: “After spending much time 
in conversation about teaching, I felt Phung was closer to me” (Giang—INT). The 
evidence shows that the peer relationship between Giang and Phung became better 
although there was an instance that Phung commented that “Giang’s feedback just 
focused on what I was not good at” (Phung—INT). 
The pair Nga-Hang gained better understanding of each other. Although Nga thought 
Hang might have paid deference to her in giving feedback, she perceived a better 
mutual understanding with Hang: “I thought Hang paid deference to me [at the 
debriefing]... Now I think our relationship is just improved” (Nga—INT). Hang 
conveyed her feeling about the peer relationship: “I better understand Nga. We often 
shared ideas about family, life, and teaching. It is even better when I observed her 
teaching” (Hang—INT).  
The development of a collegial relationship can be viewed as the willingness to share 
teaching ideas and beyond, modelling teaching, sharing of teaching materials, and 
mutual understanding. Collaborating in the intervention process in the examples above 
encouraged the development of better peer relationships which enhance academics’ 
willingness to learn from colleagues in order to improve their teaching. 
6.2. Academics’ perceptions of the intervention 
Sub-question 2: What are academics’ perceptions of the effectiveness of TT-SET 
augmented with POT for promoting their reflection in the process of pedagogical 
reasoning? 
This section presents academics’ perception of TT-SET and POT on promoting their 
reflection. Although there were different views of the values of the intervention, many 
participants indicated that all the structured steps were useful for their reflection. They 
also indicated particular steps they liked the most. 
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6.2.1. TT-SET as a possible promoter of reflection 
Academics were divided in their perception of TT-SET with respect to how it helped 
them learn about teaching. While five academics expressed their concern about TT-
SET, six others perceived that it was valuable for reflection and guiding changes (see 
Table 6.2). 
Table 6.2: Perceived values of TT-SETs 
Participants Valuable? Reliable? What for? 
Binh, Cuc, 
En, Phung, 
Giang, Dang  
valuable  Reliable: trustworthy, 
diverse, formative 
 informing teaching and reflecting 
(e.g., knowing what students need 
and think, their reaction, and 
learning from experience) 
 facilitating changes 
Dieu, Hang, 
Nga, Khoa 
having 
limited 
value 
Limited reliability: 
requiring reconsideration 
before use because of  
 student carelessness 
 subjective thinking 
 first impression 
 lack of responsibility 
 informing teaching and reflecting 
 facilitating changes 
An  not 
valuable 
Unreliable: doubtful of the 
accuracy of early-term 
SET 
no use 
 
One academic rejected the early-term TT-SET because of her doubt about its reliability 
and her confidence in her practice. She regarded observation of students’ attitudes as 
an accurate means of knowing whether students were satisfied with her teaching 
performance. The academic believed that she could teach well without attention to 
student feedback so long as she showed adequate enthusiasm. Four others who 
regarded it as an additional source of information on teaching carefully considered its 
appropriateness before use. They thought that SET reliability was low due to student 
carelessness, subjectivity, first impression, and lack of responsibility and 
wholeheartedness. However, they still considered collecting TT-SET as useful because 
it helps them know what their students need and adjust teaching. For example, Dieu 
said: “I found TT-SET practical because it can help me understand the minds of 
students, what they expect from my teaching, and then it can help me adjust my 
practice” (Dieu—INT). 
Six academics regarded TT-SET (as well as SET in general) as a reliable way of 
informing teaching to meet students’ expectations. They described TT-SET as 
informative, supportive to teaching, useful, and important. One of them emphasised 
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the essential role of TT-SET by regarding students as ‘customers’. TT-SET was 
perceived as one of the lenses for academics to self-evaluate their practice and take 
initiatives for change. These academics used TT-SET for reflecting on their present 
performance against past performance (i.e., practice before TT-SET collection). For 
instance, Dang said: “Student feedback is worth considering for self-evaluation” 
(Dang—DD). Dieu explained how TT-SET could help her: “In order to teach well, the 
more opinions I can collect from students, the more effective is my teaching” (En—
INT). Knowing students’ experiences of teaching helped academics identify what 
changes in practice were needed. Dang explained: “TT-SET guided me to make 
changes to teaching practice appropriate for students” (Dang—INT). Nga also 
mentioned TT-SET as a guide for changes to practice: “TT-SET can help me see 
students’ reaction to teaching to thereby adjust my speed of speech or the way I 
communicate ideas” (Nga—INT). 
Participants also reported that they used other means such as observing students’ 
attitudes, free-written feedback, written-down early-term expectations, an orientation 
session, and interviews to justify their understanding of student needs before refining 
their practices. These academics considered that responding to student feedback was a 
way to improve teaching. Ten participants perceived that their students preferred a 
lively way of teaching (e.g., interesting, practical, communicative, interactive, 
comfortable, experiential, and entertaining), which they mostly learned from TT-SET. 
For instance, Dang realised that her students liked to do communicative activities for 
bonus grades. She said: 
From TT-SET, I was surprised that students liked group-work activities for bonus 
grades so much. They tried to engage in the activities by giving as many ideas as 
possible to receive bonus grades. (Dang—INT) 
The evidence shows that though there were concerns about the reliability of TT-SET 
among four academics (who expressed concerns but still considered it worth using) 
others considered it useful as a possible reflective lens for examining and then making 
changes to refine teaching. 
TT-SET promoted their autonomy and self-directed learning about teaching as valued 
by nine academics. According to Knowles (1975, p. 18), self-directed learning refers 
to a process: 
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… in which individuals take the initiative, with or without the help of others, in 
diagnosing their learning needs, formulating learning goals, identifying human 
and material resources for learning, choosing and implementing appropriate 
learning strategies, and evaluating learning outcomes. 
They believed that TT-SET was valuable for its formative information on targeted 
areas of teaching practice (see Table 6.3):  
I like TT-SET for its focus on what I consider. It shows my strengths and 
weaknesses for making changes. S-SET provides general information that I do 
not know what changes should be made, informing me just low or high ratings. 
(Dang—INT) 
One academic emphasised that TT-SET was appropriate because S-SET used for all 
majors could not reflect the needs of students in a particular major: 
In my opinion, TT-SET is more appropriate. Students in economics have different 
needs compared to students from other majors. (En—INT) 
Giang and Nga valued TT-SET but also mentioned it might fail to provide 
comprehensive information or aspects of which they were unaware. Giang needed both 
general information and specific focused information, whereas Nga thought TT-SET 
might not reflect important aspects requiring improvement: 
I like TT-SET because of its focus on needed information while S-SET applies 
for all disciplines. However, using TT-SET may lead to a lack of important 
aspects that need considering because academics have a tendency to choose items 
based on their strengths and students’ needs. (Nga—INT) 
Binh and Hang preferred S-SET to TT-SET because the former provides more valuable 
comprehensive information while the latter contains teacher-selected items likely to 
be on areas they were good at and may lack some important aspects of teaching that 
they were unable to identify. 
I think TT-SET is more suitable to me. Well…but now I prefer the standard one 
because it is comprehensive. With the former, academics often have a tendency to 
choose good aspects of practice for POT. They will conceal the bad side of things. 
Nobody is courageous enough to let others observe what they are not good at… There 
is something we may not pay attention to. With the latter, when people observe our 
teaching, they may discover it and give surprising feedback. (Binh—INT) 
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Hang also added that she needed a disciplinary S-SET with more valuable information 
on a subject area rather than a general S-SET for all disciplines: “I like S-SET for 
English because TT-SET may not reflect other important aspects that I am unaware 
of” (Hang— INT). 
Nine valued TT-SET and seven participants preferred it over S-SET because it helped 
them diagnose their teaching problems, or learning needs (i.e., diagnosing the teaching 
areas they want to improve). Then, based on the information from TT-SET, they can 
choose appropriate strategies to improve these areas. For example, Cuc said: “This will 
help me plan to teach appropriately” (Cuc— INT). Khoa also confirmed that TT-SET 
help her solve teaching problems together with peer’s support: 
I think the TT-SET is more valuable to me. It can help me to solve prioritized 
weaknesses to meet students’ needs, which can be achieved with help from a peer, 
especially an experienced one. In short, the TT-SET facilitates step-by-step 
solution of teaching problems. (Khoa— INT) 
Table 6.3: The role of the TT-SET in academics’ self-directed learning 
 Comparison 
 TT-SET S-SET 
Preference of TT-SET 
An  provides formative information on teacher-
considered aspects of teaching 
provides unwanted information 
Cuc  provides targeted detailed information on 
teaching practice to plan teaching 
appropriately 
is not useful for everyone 
Dieu  informs teacher-targeted aspects of teaching does not provide focused information 
En  allows academics to get targeted appropriate 
information on student needs in a particular 
discipline 
does not provide teacher-directed 
information and meet subject standard for 
evaluation 
Phung  provides accurate information on areas 
academics need to focus on 
does not provide teacher-needed 
information 
Dang  offers teacher-targeted information on 
teaching 
gives general information and academics 
do not know what changes should be 
made, informing just low or high ratings 
Khoa  helps to solve prioritised weaknesses 
i.e., offers focused information on teaching,  
facilitates step-by-step solution for teaching 
problems 
does not provide teacher-targeted 
information 
Giang  offers specific focused information offers general information about practice 
Nga  offers targeted information on teaching, but 
could lack important issues 
is applied for all disciplines 
Preference of S-SET 
Binh  contains teacher-wanted items on areas they 
were good at, 
lacks some unaware areas with TT-SET 
more valuable comprehensive information 
Hang  does not provide comprehensive feedback  reflects other important aspects that 
academics are unaware of 
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In summary, TT-SET was mostly regarded as a useful tool that facilitated academics’ 
self-directed learning because it allowed them to target teaching aspects for feedback 
and to act on them for improvement. However, there was also a need for 
comprehensive information on teaching that only S-SET could provide. Academics 
preferred TT-SET because it met their needs for autonomy in refining teaching practice 
which was associated with self-regulated learning about teaching. In other words, 
academics’ preference for TT-SET was influenced by the degree to which they wanted 
to be autonomous. 
It should be noted that it was not possible to document academics’ reactions to the 
end-of-term TT-SET results because the tight schedule made the interviews come 
before the results were produced and sent to participants. However, I documented their 
expectations of the end-of-term TT-SET results as described in Table 6.4. 
Table 6.4: Academics’ expectation of end-of-term TT-SET results 
Participants Expectations Actual 
TT-SET 
results 
Comments on if 
expectation 
matches TT-
SET results 
Expected 
ratings 
Reasons 
An  higher teacher great enthusiasm lower different 
Binh unchanged did not improve much due to 
heavy workload 
unchanged similar 
Cuc unchanged maybe lack of student attention unchanged similar 
Dieu don’t know but students seemed more 
interested 
unchanged not applicable 
En unchanged higher unless the teacher showed 
enthusiasm and movement (were 
injured and unable to stay active) 
unchanged similar 
Phung higher having improved practice and 
achieved the goals 
higher similar 
Giang unchanged no reasons (just thinking so) higher different 
Hang unchanged 
or lower 
feeling students’ attitudes were 
the same 
higher different 
Nga higher realised students were more 
interested and engaged 
unchanged different 
Dang lower lacked experience for teaching 
the course 
unchanged different 
Khoa don’t know difference between teacher 
teaching intention and students’ 
expectation 
unchanged not applicable 
 
Three academics (Phung, Nga, and An) believed they would receive higher student 
ratings because they thought that they became more effective towards the end of the 
course. Phung said: “I think students will rate my teaching higher because I believed 
that I have achieved the teaching goals and improved practice” (Phung—INT). Nga 
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believed: “I think student ratings will be higher because I realised they were more 
interested and engaged in learning” (Nga—INT). An reasoned: “The end-of-term TT-
SET is long enough for accurate evaluation, and with my enthusiasm in teaching I 
think students may rate my teaching higher” (An—INT). However, only Phung’s 
expectation matched the TT-SET results. Nga received unchanged ratings compared 
to the early-term TT-SET while An received much lower ratings. Five academics 
(Binh, Cuc, En, Giang, and Hang) expected unchanged end-of-term TT-SET results. 
They gave a number of reasons for this such as their insufficient efforts and students’ 
not paying enough attention. For example, Binh said: “During that period [the 
intervention] I felt tired, was busy with a tight schedule, and did not try my best effort 
in teaching, so I do not expect higher ratings” (Binh—INT). However, three 
expectations matched with the TT-SET results, while Giang and Hang received higher 
ratings. Two academics were not sure how students would react to their changes. Dieu 
guessed: “I do not know what the result will be, but my students seemed more 
interested in my teaching” (Dieu—INT). One academic (Dang) expected to receive 
lower TT-SET results. She explained: “I lacked experience for teaching the course, 
and it was my first time” (Dang—INT). These expectations indicate that the academics 
evaluated the effectiveness of their changes through judgment of their effort, 
experience, and observation of students’ attitude and expectation. 
6.2.2. POT as possible promoter of reflection 
Participants were divided in their perception of how peer feedback and observation of 
peer’s teaching were useful for reflecting on and informing practice, as described in 
Table 6.5. 
Seven academics regarded peer feedback as useful or reliable for reflecting on practice 
that could lead to learning new teaching ideas. The perception emerged from the 
perceived qualities of the peer such as: pedagogical knowledge, constructive feedback, 
good ideas, experience, and appropriate and precise feedback. For example, Hang 
evaluated her peer’s feedback: “Nga’s feedback was useful for me because of her 
experience and pedagogical knowledge” (Hang—INT). Teaching dialogue helped 
academics identify teaching aspects that needed improving. For example, Binh said: 
“Her [Cuc’s] feedback helped me solve my problems and make changes to teaching” 
(Binh—INT). 
191 
 
Table 6.5: Perceived values of peer feedback and classroom observations 
Participants 
 
Peer feedback Observing a peer’s teaching 
Perceived value Reason Perceived value Reason 
Positive perceived values 
En useful good ideas useful good techniques 
Dang useful exact, appropriate useful good techniques 
Dieu useful good ideas useful used for reflection 
Hang 
useful 
experienced, 
pedagogically sound 
useful good techniques 
Khoa 
useful 
knowledgeable, 
precise, constructive  
useful good techniques 
Some positive perceived values 
Cuc not useful non-critical useful used for reflection 
Giang 
useful 
peer young, 
inexperienced 
normal 
less skilled, similar 
techniques 
Nga 
not useful 
non-critical, 
inexperienced 
useful used for reflection 
Both positive and negative perceived values 
Binh 
 
not useful, 
discouraging 
peer judgmental no opinion no opinion 
useful 
knowledgeable, 
constructive 
useful 
specialized 
knowledge 
Phung useful, 
discouraging 
negative useful 
good techniques, 
used for reflection 
Negative perceived values 
An 
not trustful 
peer young, 
inexperienced 
not useful 
inexperienced, 
young 
 
Although there were four academics’ concerns that peer feedback was unhelpful or 
non-critical or the peer was young and inexperienced in teaching (see section 6.3.2.2), 
three of them still considered observation of the peer’s teaching as useful for reflection. 
For example, Nga explained why the experience of observing the peer’s teaching was 
useful: 
I expected Hang to figure out my weaknesses, but she did not. There must have 
been teaching aspects that needed improving. It is a pity… However, I could learn 
something observing Hang’s teaching by analysing why some of her techniques 
were not effective and then did differently in my class. For example, in teaching 
new words in a reading passage, instead of explaining their meaning deductively 
as Hang did, I let students interpret their meaning by eliciting them from different 
contexts. (Nga—INT) 
In general, reciprocal POT facilitated observational learning whereby academics 
observed their peer’s teaching behaviours and then used the experience to guide their 
actions. Nine academics considered observing a peer teach as useful because they 
could learn good teaching techniques or use the peer’s teaching as a lens for reflection. 
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For example, Binh said: “I learned a lot from observing Cuc teach. For example, she 
delivered a creatively and interestingly organized presentation of a difficult lesson” 
(Binh—INT).  
In short, the degree to which participants believed POT was good for their reflection 
and learning appeared to depend on their perception of the criticality of peer feedback, 
the relevance and depth of their peer’s feedback, their peer’s attitude of feedback, 
teaching capacity and experience. For the academics (such as An, Binh, Hang, Nga, 
Cuc, Giang) whose age and experience was much different from their peers, their 
perception of POT may be associated with their positioning of themselves in 
comparison with their peer status and the collaboration and collegiality between peers. 
This kind of positionality in interpersonal relationships appears to impact on 
academics’ interpretation of POT experience associated with their evaluation of their 
peer’s quality of feedback, the ability to give critical feedback, and teaching capacity. 
Insights into academics’ perception of POT with regard to the peer relationship are 
more fully reported in the section that looks at possible challenges to the 
implementation of TT-SET augmented with POT (see section 6.3).  
6.2.3. TT-SET plus POT: promoting reflection through 
structured steps 
The intervention process involved academics in steps such as targeting teaching 
aspects for improvement, planning observations, reciprocally observing teaching, 
debriefing with their peer, and writing reflection reports. All the steps can be seen as 
contributing to academics’ reflection. Academics perceived the structured steps, 
including TT-SET, reciprocal observation of peer teaching, debriefing with peers, and 
reporting through the teachers’ reflection report form, promoted reflection. The 
finding was supported in two ways: (i) the participants valued all the steps involved in 
the intervention as a whole, and (ii) they also indicated particular steps they thought 
most contributed to their reflection, which implied that these steps all contributed to 
academics’ decision making. 
Participants’ reflection was evident in the structured procedure of implementing TT-
SET augmented with POT. Participants systematically identified problems of practice 
within actual teaching contexts from early-term TT-SET and POT. They were 
provided with clearly proposed steps in the process to support reciprocal POT such as 
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facilitating collaborative dialogue about teaching after POT and proposed timeframes. 
They also participated in the development of tools such as TT-SET and POT protocol 
(pre-observation form, peer observer’s feedback form, and teacher’s reflection report 
form). Then, the exercise of debriefing and end-of-term interview helped academics 
make their pedagogical reasoning explicit. For example: 
 identifying problems of practice in their teaching context from TT-SET and their 
peer: “TT-SET is supportive to my teaching in that it guides me to adjust my 
teaching appropriately” (Dang—INT). “I recognize that I need to promote the 
aspects which my peer highly valued and make changes to what really needs 
improving” (En—TRR2). 
 engaging in dialogue about teaching: “Debriefing is very useful with dialogue 
about teaching where I could hear explanations on teaching aspects” (Binh—INT). 
 observing a peer’s teaching: “In collaboration with Nga, I learned much from 
observing her teaching” (Hang—INT) 
 evaluating present practice against their past practice based on TT-SET, peer 
feedback, and observation of their peer’s teaching by writing up their reflection: 
“Writing reflection reports is useful because it follows other steps 
systematically” (Dang—INT). 
Through the structured steps, academics articulated their beliefs and tacit 
knowledge and made changes to current practice or planned changes to future 
practice: 
 articulating their beliefs and tacit knowledge: “In the past, I just stuck to the textbook 
content, but now I am more flexible and selective in teaching (Hang—INT). 
 changing current practice and planning to change future practice: “I changed by 
promoting students’ communication in English through meaningful tasks” 
(Dieu—INT). “I will make lessons more interesting and reachable by relating 
them to the reality” (Dieu—TRR1). 
Most academics valued all the steps as a whole. However, in answering the question 
regarding which steps in the intervention process were particularly useful to 
academics’ reflection and learning about teaching, participants indicated particular 
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steps that most contributed, although they said that the whole process was useful 
(Table 6.6). 
Table 6.6: Usefulness of steps in the current intervention for reflection and learning 
Participants Collecting 
TT-SET 
Pre-
observation 
meeting 
Doing 
reciprocal 
observation 
Post-
observation 
meeting 
Writing 
reflection 
reports 
Binh      
Cuc      
Dieu      
En      
Phung      
Giang      
Hang      
Nga      
Dang      
Khoa      
Table 6.6 indicates that in their perception of which steps contributed to their learning, 
academics put weight on collecting TT-SET, doing reciprocal observation, and 
debriefing. Counting the comments through content analysis shows that eight 
participants supported the usefulness of TT-SET, seven participants supporting 
debriefing, and five supporting doing reciprocal observation. Particularly, Dieu, Nga, 
Dang shared a common view that all the steps are useful for reflection. For example, 
Nga said: “All the steps in the process influenced my decision-making” (Nga—TRR1). 
Other examples include interests in collecting early-term TT-SET and engaging in 
dialogue with their peer at the debriefing. Binh said: “Collecting TT-SET helped me 
gain understanding of student needs whereas talking to a colleague offered an 
opportunity to learn teaching ideas for better practice” (Binh—TRR1). Five academics 
valued collecting TT-SET and being observed by their peer. Khoa said: “Collecting 
student feedback and teaching observation are more important” (Khoa—INT). In 
addition, five academics (Dieu, Phung, Nga, Dang, and Khoa) also mentioned the 
usefulness of writing reflection reports. Dieu said: “Writing the reflection report is a 
useful way to consciously evaluate teaching” (Dieu—INT). Nga mentioned another 
aspect of teacher’s reflection report: “It is useful for memorising what was reflected 
on” (Nga—INT). Dang viewed writing reflection reports as useful for reflection: “It 
[writing the teacher’s reflection report] was useful for looking back on my 
performance.” (Dang—INT). 
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The role of the intervention on promoting academics’ awareness or reflection on 
practice may be illustrated by what En and Dang wrote in their reports: 
The programme was very useful for colleagues who are friends and want to 
support each other for development and teaching improvement. (En—TRR1) 
In the process of teaching, if we continue to collect TT-SET and peer feedback like 
this programme, I will completely support it and join in. This activity allows me to 
know my students and gain understanding of myself and practice. (Dang—TRR1) 
An did not appear in the table above because she contradicted herself. Although An 
did not have a positive experience of the intervention, she gave her evaluation of the 
process: “All steps systematically interact with one another, helping academics to draw 
out an overview of their teaching. The conversation between peers was important” 
(An—INT). An seemed to contradict herself in that on the one hand she did not value 
TT-SET or POT, on the other hand she considered the process as useful. This may 
mean she thought the intervention process itself to be useful or at least made her aware 
of teaching, but maybe not in this particular experience of it. In brief, the academics 
perceived several aspects of the process, or the overall process in some cases, as useful 
for their reflection. Reflection may be encouraged through these structured steps in the 
intervention process. 
In summary, the academics perceived several aspects of the process of TT-SET 
augmented with POT, or the overall process in some cases, as useful for their 
reflection. In the process of pedagogical reasoning, TT-SET may provide academics 
with information about their teaching so that they could identify teaching problems or 
diagnosing their learning needs. TT-SET, reciprocal observation, debriefing, and 
writing reflection reports were perceived as important structured steps for reflection. 
These steps may support academics in choosing strategies to improve practice or 
evaluating the changes they made. POT provided a chance to learn from peer feedback 
and teaching observation where academics gained pedagogical knowledge: useful 
teaching techniques or strategies through dialogues and/or watching peers teach. 
Reporting through written forms may raise academics’ consciousness in their 
evaluation of or reflection on practice. In short, these steps appear to contribute to 
academics’ reflection and self-directed learning about teaching. 
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6.2.4. Improving the intervention to encourage participation 
With respect to improving the intervention to encourage participation, academics’ 
suggestions focused on regulations for POT, policies that benefit academics, timing of 
POT, characteristics of the peer, and a professional group of practice. 
Eight academics thought that POT should be voluntary. When people feel comfortable 
they will join in and learn about teaching. Khoa said: 
POT should be voluntary. If it is imposed upon academics, they will not feel 
comfortable to participate. Those who have passion in teaching are willing to 
participate, so it is better to encourage them to join in POT. (Khoa—INT) 
In contrast, three others suggested POT should be compulsory and set as academics’ 
official responsibility. Cuc said: “POT should be regulated as academics’ 
responsibility to make POT a routine. For example, they have to conduct POT for 50% 
of their course time” (Cuc—INT). Nga gave a reason for compulsory POT: “Young 
[early-career] academics will volunteer to participate, but the more experienced ones 
will not. Thus, it is better to impose upon them” (Nga—INT).  
Secondly, some of the academics that preferred voluntary POT suggested some form 
of incentives to encourage participation. Two participants were willing to participate 
in POT regardless of whether incentives should be given, but six participants suggested 
that academics should be offered incentives such as awards, gifts, titles, or pay to 
encourage their participation in POT. Nga said: “When deciding whether to join in 
POT, people may first consider if they will have benefits such as awards or pay” 
(Nga—INT). 
Suggestions also related to the timing of POT. Nine academics perceived time as a 
challenge (see section 6.3.2.1) due to heavy workloads and the duration of the 
intervention being too short to see changes. Five academics accordingly suggested that 
the intervention should be conducted for a year (two semesters). Giang said: “The 
intervention process should be conducted over a long period of time so that teachers 
can make changes. Two semesters would be OK” (Giang—INT). Phung gave an 
opinion about scheduling academics’ teaching time and the time between 
observations: 
Academics’ timetable should be conveniently arranged so that they can observe 
each other’s class. The time between observations should be from 7 to 8 weeks 
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so that we have more time to think deeply about our practice. Short time does not 
allow changes. (Phung—INT) 
Academics described the characteristics of their preferred peer with respect to level of 
expertise or experience, relationship, and where they are from. Seven academics 
suggested that peers should be similarly experienced teachers or experts in the field. 
Nga suggested: “The peer should be someone that can give critical feedback. Thus, a 
dyad of peers should be composed of experienced academics for effective POT” 
(Nga—INT). Two academics preferred to collaborate with a peer who has similar 
experience (age). Binh said:  
Those who have similar experience (years of teaching) or who are friends are 
willing (open) to share their teaching ideas. Thus, dyads for POT should be those 
being at about the same age. (Binh—INT) 
Three mentioned that trusted peers are good for them. Giang said: “The effectiveness 
of POT depends on trusted peers” (Giang—INT). 
Seven academics also gave their opinion about whether the peer should be an insider 
or outsider (a colleague inside or outside their institution). Five stated that they 
preferred an outsider observer. For example, Cuc said: 
I prefer an outsider observer (e.g., a foreign expert) because they can give 
objective feedback. Their feedback will not be biased by the nature of relationship 
as that of the peers who are in the same institution. (Cuc—INT) 
Two academics preferred an insider observer (colleague in the same department or 
institution). Phung said: “I preferred an insider observer because the person will know 
the context including students, programmes, and existing problems at the institutions 
to give appropriate suggestions for teaching improvement” (Phung—INT). Khoa 
preferred to collaborate with a colleague from a different discipline: “Observing 
teaching by a colleague from a different discipline can bring about good teaching 
ideas” (Khoa—INT). 
Finally, there was a suggestion from Cuc and Hang that a seminar or forum should be 
established for academics of the department to share teaching ideas. Hang said: “After 
the course finishes, there should be a session where all academics can share their 
experience of what they did successfully and what challenges they had” (Hang—INT). 
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In summary, in order to encourage participation in the intervention process, academics 
suggested that attention should be paid to whether or not POT should be voluntary and 
whether academics should be extrinsically motivated with incentives, appropriate 
timing POT to suit academics’ schedule, pairing with their preferred peer, and a form 
of group learning. 
6.3. Challenges to the implementation 
Sub-question 3: What are possible challenges to the implementation of TT-SET 
augmented with POT in Vietnam’s context? 
The intervention faced several challenges, which were related to several academics’ 
perception of TT-SET, and assumptions and experiences of POT. 
6.3.1. Perception of TT-SET as a challenge 
The implementation of TT-SET during the intervention faced challenges because of 
academics’ caution or doubt about its reliability, leading to limited use or rejection of 
student feedback. Four academics (Dieu, Hang, Nga, and Khoa) stated that the results 
of SET required critical consideration before use because they perceived it as being 
distorted by factors including student carelessness, subjectivity, first impression, and 
lack of responsibility and wholeheartedness.  
They believed that students might have given feedback with an “I-do-not-care” 
attitude, failing to provide accurate information and an entire picture of academics’ 
teaching practice. Dieu said, “Many students just ticked on the TT-SET questionnaire 
automatically like a machine. They did not even think about it” (Dieu—INT). 
Perceiving that student feedback was superficial, Hang said, “I see that they preferred 
playing to studying. They act for their trivial personal desire” (Hang—INT). 
Therefore, they used student feedback with care. Hang said: “I consider TT-SET, but 
I need to think critically about whether it can truly reflect my teaching” (Hang—
TRR1). Nga believed that first impressions might have altered students’ view of 
academics’ performance. Another challenge identified was that student expectations 
of teaching were different from academics’ goals for effective teaching and learning. 
This mismatch could result in students’ negative feedback on academic performance. 
Khoa mentioned that students would ignore an academic’s teaching if it did not meet 
their expectations. Their perception resulted in limited use of TT-SET for reflection. 
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An did not use TT-SET for reflection because she doubted its reliability and validity. 
In addition, An’s rejection of the early-term TT-SET seemed to result from the 
misconception of its purpose and her confidence in her practice. Regarding the early-
term SET as inaccurate, An ignored it and believed that she could teach well without 
paying attention to the feedback: 
To tell the truth, I did not read the feedback carefully, just glanced at the figures... 
I did not have time even though there were some explanations for the figures, and 
I do not care much about them… I always try my best in teaching. (An—INT) 
Instead of using TT-SET, An believed that observing students’ attitudes was a more 
accurate means to know if students were satisfied with teaching performance. 
In general, academics are like policemen. Besides the (pedagogical) theories with 
which we are qualified, there is intuition or sensitivity: you can know whether 
students like you or not… If students get bored, I know that my teaching is not 
good. Yes, our observation or feeling is accurate. (An—INT) 
Thus, An felt she did not need and trust TT-SET but could rely on her own eyes. 
6.3.2. Challenges to POT 
When asked about the challenges academics faced, they gave hypothetical challenges 
in addition to the ones they actually experienced during the intervention. Thus, this 
section presents possible challenges academics thought of and their actual challenges. 
6.3.2.1. Perception of potential challenges 
This section provides an analysis of academics’ perspectives of potential challenges to 
the implementation of POT. During their interviews, academics speculated on eight 
potential challenges (see Table 6.7). 
  
200 
 
Table 6.7: Potential perceived challenges to POT 
Possible challenges Participants Q
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A sense of discomfort            9 
Poor colleague relationship            4 
Insufficient skill for feedback            4 
Limited time for POT and 
changes due to workload 
           9 
Loss of financial benefits            4 
No desire to learn from peers            2 
Non-tenured employment (Class 
size and bad premises) 
           1 
Perfunctory action due to 
observer effect 
           1 
 
The first challenge was a sense of discomfort. Nine academics perceived that POT 
could make them feel scared or uncomfortable with the presence of observers in the 
classroom. They believed that observations may disturb academic autonomy and make 
them feel nervous. Further, unfamiliarity with POT and fear of humiliation were 
articulated as contributing to the feeling:  
Academics do not like POT because they love their own freedom in the 
classroom. People are still conservative. They just want to do what they like. They 
may use some ‘tactics’ which are not ‘methodological’ but interesting to students, 
and do not like others to see this aspect of their teaching. (Binh—INT) 
The second challenge was the nature of colleague relationships. Poor colleague 
relationships were seen as detrimental to POT because of the belief that if colleagues 
were unwilling to learn from each other, feedback would trigger tension, resulting in 
ineffective POT: 
If we do POT with people we do not like, it is hard to learn from them. Thus, 
POT is like torture rather than a chance to share ideas about teaching, especially 
when peers have completely different views of teaching effectiveness. POT 
values will be promoted if colleagues trust and work well with each other. 
(Hang—INT) 
Also poor relationships might also put confidentiality at risk and cause possible 
humiliation. This would diminish the effectiveness of POT for cooperative learning 
about teaching.  
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Not all colleagues who are good to each other. POT may be a chance for back-
stabbing. In this case, people do not really want to give useful advice to help their 
peer make progress, but try to criticise one’s weaknesses before others. (En—
INT) 
Third, insufficient skills in giving and receiving feedback were also mentioned as a 
possible obstacle for POT. Four academics indicated that observers often had an 
attitude of nit-picking over tiny details, making observed academics uncomfortable: 
The major point is that we need to see the core value of a teaching session: why 
do students like this academic? But the common thinking of POT is nit-picking 
over tiny details. Thus, POT should be carried out with instruction on the core 
value or bigger things. (An—INT) 
The fourth challenge was limited time for POT and initiative for changes. Nine 
academics perceived that the facilitation of POT could be problematic because of the 
limited time available and the workload involved to observe other classes. Khoa said: 
“Academics that have heavy schedules will be unable to join in POT” (Khoa—INT). 
The schedule for POT may need to be considered so that the allotted time can facilitate 
changes. Dieu said: 
Timing of POT should be considered. POT should come at the beginning or near 
the end of the course. Academics will be overloaded if they do POT during 
midterm because they have to prepare for midterm tests. (Dieu—INT) 
Financial pressures was another challenge articulated by four academics. Because of 
low pay, academics had to work more to make money. Therefore, spending time on 
POT would affect academics’ financial benefits. Khoa explained: “Academics have 
low salaries, so they do not want to do POT because they prefer teaching more to earn 
money instead” (Khoa—INT). Also, low pay may demotivate academics to initiate 
changes to teaching, so they would refuse to join in POT: 
Participate in POT for changes? How can academics make changes when their 
pay is 50,000 VND/hour [about less than 3 NZD]? (An—INT) 
Another challenge mentioned by two academics was lack of a desire to learn from 
colleagues. One noted that:  
Observing others’ teaching makes observers sleepy to see the same thing or 
something they know recur. Just new things interest them. Thus, POT is useful 
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for those who are active, enthusiastic, and willing to learn… If academics are not 
free to choose which colleague to observe, they will feel uneasy. (Binh—INT)  
Next, teaching conditions were also discussed as an obstacle. One academic indicated 
that the classroom was overcrowded and lacked facilities, which might result in failure 
to achieve teaching effectiveness.  Poor facilities could not facilitate effective teaching, 
and academics could be blamed for their personal incompetence rather than objective 
causes. This could deter non-tenured academics from participating in POT: 
There could be opposition to compulsory POT. The grades for English are not 
added up to students’ learning results. Students are willing to drop class, which 
puts visiting academics under pressure for fear of being judged “bad” based on 
the number of students present. The fear also results from the poor premises and 
crowded classroom. (Cuc—INT) 
Finally, another potential challenge is observer effect that may lead to observed 
academics’ perfunctory action. Binh thought that the observed teacher will only 
improve certain aspect of teaching due to the appearance of an observer. She said: 
“When teachers do not feel comfortable because of the pressure of observation, they 
may do it perfunctorily” (Binh—INT). 
In summary, academics described eight possible challenges that might hinder their 
participation in POT as shown in Table 6.7. Most common were academics’ perceived 
sense of discomfort, limited time available for POT and initiatives for changes, loss of 
financial benefits, insufficient skill for feedback, and poor colleague relationships. 
6.3.2.2. Actual experienced challenges 
This section provides an analysis of academics’ actual experienced challenges to the 
implementation of POT in the university where the study was carried out. 
Perceived limited learning from the junior peer’s lens 
The first barrier is senior academics’ (i.e., those who have greater age, or greater age 
and experience) perceived limited learning from the junior peer’s lens. This barrier is 
unique to senior-junior pairs such as Cuc-Binh and Nga-Hang. First, both Cuc and Nga 
perceived a lack of critical comments (e.g., negative feedback) from their junior peers 
Binh and Hang respectively. They thought deference existed in their feedback. Binh 
and Hang, five and nine years younger than their respective peers – Cuc and Nga – 
were seen to be hesitant about giving critical feedback. For example, Cuc said: 
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I do not highly value Binh’s non-critical feedback, which was affected by the 
oriental culture with deference paid to the older and higher status. She must have 
known my age and status and was reluctant to give critical feedback for fear of 
losing face due to lack of experience or humiliating me. (Cuc—INT) 
There were two different reasons behind the lack of negative comments from the junior 
peers: junior peer’s deference and senior peer’s good teaching. In the former case, Binh 
gave only positive comment because of the deference she offered to Cuc. Binh 
conveyed her deference indirectly: 
In sharing ideas about teaching, when I see good things from Cuc, I will learn 
them. Otherwise, I will ignore her pedagogical approach which is not suitable for 
me. If two peers have the same teaching experience or age, or closeness in their 
relationship they are willing to be truthful with each other about teaching 
problems, e.g., suggesting their peer do this and that. If there is a distance in 
experience and age, will the junior peer dare to be truthful about the senior’s 
problems? (Binh—INT) 
The perceived deference in both Cuc and Binh implies that their deference may have 
hindered open critical dialogue about teaching. In this case, the challenge was 
perceived the same by both peers: Cuc perceived deference, and Binh paid deference 
to Cuc. In the latter case, Hang gave only positive comment to Nga because Hang saw 
Nga’s teaching was so good that she did not see aspects that needed improving. Hang 
said: “I learned from her knowledge of the subject and pedagogical methods. She is 
like a teaching model” (Hang—INT). This means the junior thought her peer taught 
well and gave positive comments while the senior thought it was because of deference. 
Second, senior peers’ limited learning from the peer’s lens because they perceived 
their peer was not as experienced as they were in terms of teaching (i.e., they could 
not learn better teaching skills from observing the peer). Three senior peers Cuc, Nga, 
and Giang considered their peers Binh, Hang, and Phung as juniors. For example, 
Giang said: “I may have experienced what Phung is experiencing in her teaching now. 
I have already known every step she took” (Giang—INT). 
Despite not receiving critical feedback from their junior peer, these senior peers (Cuc, 
Giang, Nga) perceived that they can learn from the junior peers in other ways. For 
example, Cuc expressed her opinion: “A debriefing may not be necessary. I think I just 
need to observe and learn from the peer’s good aspects of teaching as well her 
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problems” (Cuc—INT). Although they had freedom to select their peer, these 
academics still thought they would need a compatible peer. For instance, Nga 
suggested: “The pairing of peer should be in a way to promote critical feedback. It is 
mutual or collaborative reflection, so for it to be effective I may need a peer who is as 
experienced as I am.” (Nga—INT). In the same vein, Binh suggested: “The pairing of 
peers that are similar in experience or age would make sharing teaching ideas easier” 
(Binh—INT). The evidence indicates that the difference between peers in terms of 
experience or age, or both experience and organisational status (e.g., Cuc and Binh) 
generated a challenge, which somehow hindered open conversation about teaching. It 
also shows that that participants in these unequal pairings felt that more equal pairing 
would have facilitated more critical feedback. 
Disagreement with feedback and lack of perceived sensitivity 
The next challenge is the disagreement with feedback and lack of perceived sensitivity 
in giving and receiving feedback. This challenge is unique to the senior-junior pair An-
Binh. Binh was paired with both Cuc and An. Comparing the way Cuc and An gave 
feedback to her, Binh perceived that An’s feedback was judgmental. 
Unlike An, Cuc had a conversation with me with her sensitivity. She was so kind 
to ask me if it was possible to try a different way of organising the class when she 
thought that my way was inappropriate. I was pleased with her feedback. In 
contrast, An wanted to give me feedback but she said I did this and that wrongly. 
Meanwhile, my students told me that they caught up with the lesson well. Nothing 
right or wrong here. So, I turned irritated. (Binh—INT) 
Additionally, Binh perceived An showed her positioning during the post-POT 
dialogue, which prevented her from giving further feedback. She explained: 
An said that she is older and more experienced than I am, so she wanted to share 
her teaching ideas with me. How could I dare to give feedback to her when she 
means I lack experience and I am too young [for her to learn something]? (Binh—
INT) 
The evidence showed that Binh perceived An’s attitude of ‘superiority’ and lack of 
respect for her. Binh also talked to the researcher after the debriefing, explaining why 
she became irritated: “I am not satisfied with An’s feedback. It was not constructive 
and not focused on the areas I wanted. It was superficial and unrelated to teaching” 
(RJ). 
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At the debriefing, in response to An’s feedback, Binh gave feedback to An in a way   
that made An irritated (as evidenced in the following quote). An, 16 years older than 
Binh, showed her disagreement and anger: 
I have never looked down on students in my life. I often give students both 
positive and negative feedback on their presentations. Binh said I scolded them; 
this is not true. Early-career academics like her will not, I think, probably have 
an ability to give feedback on my teaching. (An—INT) 
Binh’s reaction may have made An feel that the junior peer was challenging her values. 
In the interview, Binh confessed that she had behaved inappropriately: “When I 
thought An’s feedback was not appropriate, I felt irritated and criticised her teaching. 
Recalling this instance, I think I behaved incorrectly” (Binh—INT). The evidence 
shows that tension arose when there was disagreement with the peer’s comment on 
teaching and the lack of perceived sensitivity about giving and receiving feedback. 
Both An and Binh expected to have a compatible peer with respect to experience and 
age. For example, An said: “My peer is too young and lacks experience in teaching... 
If my peer had been an experienced one, I would have learnt much from her feedback” 
(An—INT). The lack of sensitivity in dealing with disagreement in giving feedback 
brought about both peers’ negative feeling and defensiveness, resulting in a poor peer 
relationship. Binh said, “I felt irritated by An’s feedback which affected our 
relationship” (Binh—INT). 
Besides, giving only negative comments on peer’s teaching can be discouraging. For 
example, Phung said: “Giang gave only negative comments on my teaching. I felt 
discouraged but I thought she was truthful about it and accepted them as an opportunity 
to improve teaching” (Phung—INT). This may have caused Phung a bad feeling 
although she dealt with it. 
This challenge presents a complicated issue of ways of giving and receiving feedback. 
It may have been the combination of the peers’ respective personalities (a sensitive 
issue) which may be influenced by the peer’s perception of their position regarding 
age and experience. Also, the imbalance between negative and positive comments may 
cause the peer negative feeling. 
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Limited time for POT and changes 
Limited time was perceived as challenging for academics to participate in POT and 
take initiative for changes. Although nine academics thought that limited time was a 
challenge, four (Binh, Giang, Hang, Nga) actually found it difficult to participate in 
POT because of their workload and limited time available to observe other classes and 
to make changes: 
To be honest, observing others’ teaching is mostly impossible for me even though 
I know POT was effective for improving teaching. This time, I joined in POT just 
to help you with your project. I felt tired with a heavy workload. (Giang—INT) 
I felt uncomfortable during the POT periods because I had to complete my 
research and joined in POT in another university. I was under pressure, so I just 
performed perfunctory teaching. (Binh—INT) 
Thus, the lack of time resource due to academics’ heavy workload or tight schedule 
appeared to be a barrier to the implementation of POT. 
6.3.2.3. Comparing potential and actual perceived challenges 
Comparing academics’ speculated potential challenges and their actual ones, it is easy 
to realise that limited time for POT and changes was both anticipated and experienced 
challenge. The other two anticipated challenges were associated with difference in age 
and experience. The actual challenges of disagreement with feedback and lack of 
perceived sensitivity were somehow related to poor peer relationship, which was 
distant due to differences in age and experience. Four participants thought that poor 
peer relationship could be a challenge to POT, and what actually happened was a 
breakdown in a pair’s relationship due to perceived criticism and perceived lack of 
respect. Perceived limited learning from the junior peer’s lens was an actual challenge 
which was not speculated among potential challenges. Junior’s deference and 
inexperienced teaching were perceived by academics. Thus, in addition to the time 
issue, the nature of the peer relationship could be a cultural issue to be discussed later. 
6.3.3. Summary 
This section identified several actual challenges to the intervention that hindered 
academics from reflection and learning about teaching. The barrier to academics’ use 
of TT-SET is their perception that it was a blunt instrument to inform teaching because 
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it did not truly reflect what students needed and included distorted information. This 
perception may be impacted by academics’ misconception of its purposes. The barriers 
to POT include limited learning from the junior peer’s lens, disagreement with 
feedback and lack of sensitivity in giving and receiving feedback, and limited time for 
POT and changes. 
6.4. Changes in academics’ pedagogical reasoning 
The main question: In the context of a Vietnamese university, how does TT-SET 
augmented with POT impact on academics’ pedagogical reasoning? 
This section addresses the main question and the sub-questions, based on evidence 
presented in previous sections. 
6.4.1. Enhanced reflection and new comprehensions 
Finding 1: The intervention promoted most academics’ reflection which led to their 
learning of new strategies to refine practice or changing of teaching assumptions. 
 The academics perceived several aspects of the process (e.g., TT-SET, reciprocal 
observations, debriefing, and writing reflection reports), or the overall process in 
some cases, as useful for their reflection. Reflection can be the what, the how, 
and/or the why of teaching. 
 Academic perception of the quality of TT-SET, and peer feedback and peer’s 
teaching in the POT process determines their use of the gathered data for reflection 
to improve teaching: (1) Academics who thought information they received 
through TT-SET and POT was reliable and useful took it into consideration for 
reflection and to improve their teaching; (2) Academics who believed that the 
quality of TT-SET and POT was distorted and limited used student and peer lenses 
in a limited way; (3) When academics did not trust students or peers, they did not 
use their feedback as guidance for changing their practice. However, even when 
they did not think their peer’s feedback was particularly valuable, they learnt from 
the observation experience to make changes.  
Sub-finding 1.1: The intervention enhanced academics’ awareness of themselves 
including their role of an English language teacher, their position or status in relation 
to their peer, and professional identity through writing reflection reports or having 
teaching dialogue with their peer. 
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Sub-finding 1.2: The intervention facilitated the academics’ articulation of teaching 
and learning philosophies through writing reflection reports or having teaching 
dialogue with their peer. 
Sub-finding 1.3: The nature of the peer relationship impacted on the extent to which 
academics responded to peer feedback for reflection to improve teaching and the 
perceived value of classroom visits: 
- Academics’ positioning of themselves (in terms of age, experience, 
organisational rank, and expertise) regarding their peer’s status impacted their 
interpretation of POT experience. When there was a great distance in the 
relationship between peers (e.g., age and experience), limited collegiality 
resulted due to junior peers’ deference. This hindered critical open dialogue 
between peers. 
- When peers do not have a close relationship, judgmental attitudes (which is 
harmful to respect and face saving) may cause a breakdown in the relationship. 
This is associated with the lack of sensitivity in giving feedback. 
- In many cases, sharing ideas about teaching and observing peers teach nurtured 
collegiality and collaboration between peers, except in some cases. 
Sub-finding 1.4: The intervention process enhanced eight academics’ single-loop 
learning (refining their practice) and, for three, double-loop learning (rethinking and 
restructuring their assumptions about teaching): 
- TT-SET was regarded by many as a useful tool that facilitated academics’ self-
directed learning because it allowed them to target teaching aspects for feedback 
and to act on them for improvement. 
- POT provided a chance to learn from peer’s feedback and teaching (through 
dialogue and written feedback and/or watching peers teach) where academics 
gained pedagogical knowledge such as useful teaching techniques or strategies. 
6.4.2. Perceived changes and future plans 
Finding 2: The academics’ new comprehensions resulting from reflection can trigger 
academics’ action for solving problems of current and future practice with an aim to 
improve teaching. 
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 Ten participants took actions for changes which centred on technical and 
pedagogical aspects.  
 Through the intervention, all participants set plans or aspirations for future 
practice. It should be noted that although An did not have a positive experience of 
the process, she became aware of her practice and intended to take actions for 
future practice. 
6.4.3. Enhanced confidence, self-efficacy and autonomy 
Finding 3: Ten participants reported increased confidence and many of them 
developed a sense of self-efficacy through their new understandings of their teaching 
and actions to refine practice. 
 Through the intervention, academics developed their confidence in teaching and 
their belief in their capabilities to influence students’ learning. 
 TT-SET augmented with POT brought about mastery experience, vicarious 
experience, and verbal persuasion which were the possible sources of self-
efficacy. 
Finding 4: The intervention also appears to contribute to nine academics’ sense of 
autonomy because it provided an opportunity for them to take control of their practice 
such as identifying teaching aspects in need for improvement.  
 The steps of the intervention appeared to contribute to academics’ self-directed 
learning.  
 TT-SET was mostly regarded as a useful tool that facilitated academics’ self-
directed learning because it allowed them to target teaching aspects for feedback 
and to act on them for improvement. 
6.4.4. Enhanced collaboration and collegiality 
Finding 5: Eight participants reported that POT made their peer relationships develop 
to a new level, promoting collegiality and collaboration. 
 The development of a collegial relationship can be viewed as the willingness to 
share teaching ideas and beyond, modelling teaching, sharing of teaching 
materials, and mutual understanding. 
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 Spending time together made the peer relationship develop to a new level (e.g., 
enhanced mutual understanding), promoting collaboration and collegiality. 
 Collaboration and collegiality were nurtured when academics knew how to deal 
with sensitive aspects in the peer relationship, regarding respect for each other. 
 Collaboration and collegiality were enhanced, particularly when peers were close 
friends. 
6.4.5. Actual challenges and possible solutions 
Finding 6: Academics’ caution or doubt about TT-SET reliability was a challenge for 
its implementation, leading to limited use or rejection of student feedback. POT faced 
three actual challenges, including (1) perceived limited learning from the junior peer’s 
lens; (2) disagreement with feedback and lack of perceived sensitivity; (3) limited time 
for POT and changes. 
 The difference between peers in terms of experience or age, or both experience 
and organisational status somehow hindered open conversation about teaching. 
Also, participants in three unequal pairings felt that more equal pairing would 
have facilitated more critical feedback. 
 Disagreement with feedback in combination with a lack of respect (a sensitive 
issue) may cause tension in the peer relationship. 
 The lack of time resource due to academics’ heavy workload or tight schedule 
appeared to make it hard for them to engage in POT and make changes. 
Finding 7: Regarding solutions for attracting participation in the intervention, 
academics suggested that attention should be paid to whether or not POT should be 
voluntary and whether academics should be extrinsically motivated with incentives, 
appropriate timing POT to suit academics’ schedule, and pairing with their preferred 
peer. 
6.5. Summary 
The intervention engaged most participants in a path to their professional learning 
through reflection and knowledge gain, initiatives for change, a sense of self-efficacy 
and autonomy, and building a strong relationship between colleagues. However, the 
way they reflected on teaching and gained a new understanding of practice and took 
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actions resulted in distinct learning outcomes for each individual. For some, there was 
single-loop learning where participants refined or improved their practice by adjusting 
their own strategies or learning new strategies within their existing teaching beliefs. 
For a few, there was double-loop learning where participants rethought and 
restructured their assumptions about teaching. The intervention created an opportunity 
for changes based on reflection through structured steps as a whole. Academics’ 
reflection and learning about teaching were subject to several enabling factors and 
challenges which were associated with their perception of the value of TT-SET, and 
POT including peer’s feedback (criticality, agreement, and balance of negative and 
positive comments) and observation of peer’s teaching, and time resource for POT. 
Academics’ perception of peer’s feedback and teaching was dependent on the nature 
of the peer relationship. 
 
213 
 
Chapter 7. Discussion of Findings 
7.1. Overview 
This chapter discusses the findings from the implementation of TT-SET augmented with 
POT in a Vietnamese university context. It begins with a discussion of the research 
findings concerning participants’ perceptions of how the intervention impacted on their 
pedagogical reasoning. It was perceived to have made them reflect on practice. Reflection 
is highlighted as the fundamental factor underlying changes such as academics’ new 
comprehensions, changes to current practice and planned changes to future practice, 
enhanced confidence and in some cases self-efficacy. Ways in which the intervention 
appears to have brought about a sense of autonomy and promoted collegiality in many 
academics are also discussed, as are the nature of challenges which would need to be 
addressed for a successful intervention. Finally, a revised theoretical framework for 
analysing teachers’ pedagogical reasoning in the Vietnamese context is outlined as a 
contribution of the study. 
7.2. Promotion of reflection 
The study shows that reflection can be promoted through a structured process 
embedded with formative information through student and colleague lenses as 
contexts for learning. In the setting of this Vietnamese university where academics 
teach solitarily and lack time to critically examine their practice, the finding is 
particularly important as it suggests a mechanism to support them in enhancing 
practice and therefore contribute to the literature in this context. Most academics’ 
reflection led to their learning of new strategies to refine practice or changing of 
teaching assumptions, which in some cases appears to have triggered their actions to 
change practice. It also appears to have enhanced academics’ confidence, in some 
cases self-efficacy, autonomy, and collegiality. 
7.2.1. Features that promote reflection 
The study shows that reflection was promoted through a structured intervention 
embedded with formative information from student and colleague as contexts for 
learning. The academics perceived the structured steps as useful for their reflection. 
They valued all the steps involved as a whole, which implies that the overall process 
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contributed to academics’ decision making, but academics also indicated there were 
steps which they felt had most impact. 
First of all, TT-SET was a structured step that helped academics collect student 
feedback systematically. TT-SET prioritised what the academics needed to find out 
about because it is a form of formative SETs which focused on academics’ needs  
(Winchester & Winchester, 2011) and helped “identify areas where there is scope for 
improvement” (Hounsell, 2009, p. 198). TT-SET used in this present study provided 
academics with information on targeted aspects of teaching and stimulated their 
teaching aspirations (i.e., for a change and improvement) from identifying teaching 
problems. This finding aligns with several studies such as Winchester and Winchester 
(2011) and Aultman (2006) which used weekly and early-term formative SETs. For 
example, the use of TT-SET had a similar result to Aultman’s use of early-term SETs 
in that the participants learned about students’ expectations and preferred way of 
academics’ teaching that contributed to their reflection and decision on making 
changes. Although there were in several cases concerns about TT-SET reliability, TT-
SET was perceived as a source of information on teaching to be considered. It can be 
argued that TT-SET may not be necessary because observing students’ reactions or 
attitudes, the effective use of which may not be refuted, is enough for making changes. 
However, it is possible to say that TT-SET focused on the academics’ needs and 
aspirations for practice and provided them with formative information that they could 
use to reflect systematically. TT-SET was designed to be complemented by other steps 
in POT. 
Undertaking reciprocal observations helped academics focus on their practice in two 
ways: learning new teaching ideas from their peer or learning from their peer’s 
teaching problems. Seven found observing their peer’s teaching useful because they 
could learn new teaching ideas, whereas the others said they could not learn new ideas 
but recognised their peer’s teaching problems and referred to their own situation. This 
finding replicates the finding from other studies that teachers can obtain new teaching 
ideas from observing their peer (Bell & Mladenovic, 2008; Finn et al., 2011; Hendry 
et al., 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 2012). For example, Bell and Mladenovic (2008) 
discussed in a study on POT partnership for tutor development that observing a peer 
teaching was a key benefit and appeared to be more highly regarded than peer feedback 
because it could provide tutors with new ideas and help them reflect on their teaching. 
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Although there may be differences in the ways POT is implemented in studies such as 
Barnard et al., 2011; Cairns, Bissell, & Bovill, 2013; Cosh, 1999; Hammersley-
Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005; Peel, 2005; and Bell & Mladenovic; 2008, the common 
finding is that POT develops reflection and reflective practice. Watching how the 
lesson was delivered, how students engaged and reacted in the peer’s classroom helped 
the academics perceive what strategies worked and are worth trying (Hendry et al., 
2013; Moore et al., 2007). This finding also aligns with Bandura’s (1977b) social 
learning theory that people learn within a social context, and that learning is facilitated 
through processes such as modelling, observational learning, and imitation. Thus, it is 
evidenced that reflection can be triggered by the nature of observation of a peer’s 
teaching. 
The debriefing session also contributed to academics’ awareness of their teaching. 
Seven academics reported that they could learn from the debriefing session whereby 
they had discussion about teaching based on TT-SET and the observation. The 
debriefing session facilitated academics’ sharing of teaching experience made explicit 
through observation (Atkinson & Bolt, 2010; Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014). Peer 
feedback can complement student feedback because academics provide a different 
viewpoint (Hutchings, 1996). Although there was evidence that the teaching dialogue 
can promote learning, there is an argument about whether teachers talking about their 
teaching can produce new learning (Gosling, 2014; Palmer, 1998). Palmer argued that 
when a talk has “nothing more than ‘tips, tricks and techniques’,” it “fails to touch the 
heart of the teacher’s experience” (p. 11). It seemed that most the pairs’ debriefings 
focused on content and process reflection. Thus, in order to encourage academics to 
engage in deeper learning, it may be necessary to stimulate their premise reflection 
(e.g., peers can elicit each other to reflect more deeply on practice through thought-
provoking questions and giving evidence gathered from observations). POT in this 
study is reciprocal, which means it created spaces for mutual or reciprocal learning. 
POT was structured to promote peers sharing teaching ideas and reflection. It is argued 
that the principal role of the peer observer in collaborative POT is framed not as a 
knower who provides solutions but as a supportive colleague who supports academics’ 
reflection by describing observations, offering feedback and asking questions (Barnard 
et al., 2011; Gosling, 2014; McGill & Beaty, 1995) when the peer relationship went 
well with positive learning experience and in a comfortable atmosphere. Reciprocity 
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of learning is either of the two principles (i.e., parity and reciprocity) of collaborative 
POT Gosling suggested. As evidenced in chapters 5 and 6, although there were 
concerns about the peer’s feedback quality and teaching skills or experience in pairs 
composed of senior and junior academics, many participants perceived that POT 
helped them focus on their practice. POT can help teachers gain insight into their 
pedagogy, curriculum, students, and themselves (Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008; 
Sullivan et al., 2012). The finding concurs with Korthagen’s (2010) idea that peer-
supported learning promotes collaboration and exchanges between colleagues. 
Korthagen (2010) believed that learning to teach is “a socio-cultural process relying 
on discursive resources” (p. 104). Therefore, teaching dialogue between peers was 
supportive of their reflection. 
Writing reflection reports was viewed as a way to look back on teaching. Five 
academics valued writing their reflection after POT because it was useful for 
consolidating what was reflected on and another way to consciously think about their 
practice. This finding is also supported by evidence from Donnelly’s (2007) report that 
“in writing reflectively about the experience you were subconsciously trying to figure 
out why you would do this and whether you were doing it better” (p. 124). It was also 
found in Bell’s (2001) structured teaching development programme employing 
collaborative POT and educational developer, that the participants reflected on the 
POT experience in writing. This is what Fullerton (2003) described as the fourth stage 
of POT which consolidates the main points of the teaching conversation, responses to 
the peer’s written feedback, and plans for future practice Thus, writing reflection 
reports appeared to be a systematic way of reflecting on the POT experience. 
Although academics had different perception about steps (e.g., TT-SET, reciprocal 
observations, debriefing, and writing reflection reports) which they felt had most 
impact on their reflection and learning, they valued the whole process. This finding is 
again important for academics’ changes in pedagogical reasoning because in an 
environment like this university where academics are often overwhelmed with 
workloads and teach in isolation, such intervention stimulated their reflective thinking 
and made them become aware of practice. These lenses appear to be structural aids to 
reflection as LaBoskey (1993) suggested. 
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7.2.2. Kinds of reflection 
Participants in this study varied in the types of reflection they conducted: content, 
process, and premise reflection. For seven academics, reflection was about problem-
framing and problem-solving (see Table 6.1). They focused on aspects of the what and 
the how of teaching. Several participants were more pedagogically aware of their 
teaching and content and process of others’ teaching than TT-SET had alerted them 
to. For example, Binh, Hang, Khoa believed that they learned more from their peer 
than their students. This aspect of the finding replicates the finding by Cairns et al. 
(2013) that the POT process led academics to insights into others’ content and process 
of teaching. Focusing on the what and the how of practice seemed common among 
many participants. 
The findings indicated that three participants engaged in premise reflection. They 
reflected on the premise by questioning their teaching beliefs and assumptions (see 
section 6.1.1). This finding is also supported by the literature on POT. With respect to 
professional conversation about teaching between peers, POT facilitated rethinking 
their tacit knowledge and questioning their ways of doing things (Schuck et al., 2008) 
or challenged their preconceptions, making them more pedagogically aware (Harper 
& Nicolson, 2013), illuminating the why of teaching (Donnelly, 2007). As Peel (2005) 
argued, premise reflection “demands an active engagement with abstract pedagogical 
theory, purposeful critical reflection on classroom practice, and a challenging of 
assumptions through shared critical reflection with colleagues, during both formal and 
informal conversations about teaching” (p. 494). These academics explained why they 
changed their teaching beliefs and assumptions. Dieu learned why reflection from 
students’ and peer’s feedback is important for changes to practice. Nga, by getting the 
evidence for her reasoning from her own practice and observations of peer teaching, 
reflected on why her choice of teaching methods worked and she became more critical. 
Khoa learned why she should direct students to learn rather than choose methods to fit 
their preferences. These academics went further than teaching techniques or teaching 
aids, and these examples illuminate the ‘why’ of teaching or premise reflection.  
With the evidence supporting academics’ reflection on teaching, it can be said that the 
intervention made academics focus on or be more aware of their practice. Reflection 
appeared to contribute to their learning about teaching. 
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7.2.3. What reflection promoted 
7.2.3.1. New comprehensions 
TT-SET augmented with POT provided meaningful learning opportunities for 
academics in this study (see section 6.1). They gained new understandings of practice 
(e.g., new teaching ideas or pedagogical content knowledge, students’ preferred way 
of teaching, and reflective abilities). These aspects of learning were evident in 
academics’ reflection reports after POTs, in dialogue at post-POT debriefing, and 
interviews. This outcome replicates the findings from the literature that academics 
appreciated feedback and regarded POT as an opportunity for deep understanding and 
reflection (Cairns et al., 2013; Donnelly, 2007; Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008; 
Shortland, 2004, 2010; Sullivan et al., 2012). For many, enhanced collegiality through 
POT (see Section 7.2.3.4) seemed to contribute to their learning because POT carried 
out with mutual trust and respect facilitated academics’ learning and teaching 
improvement (Bell, 2005; Bell & Cooper, 2013; Shortland, 2010). Academics’ 
reflection from students and colleagues’ lenses played a key role in their learning about 
teaching; however, the levels of learning were varied among the participants. 
Learning could occur at ‘gestalt formation’ where academics’ action tendencies are 
based on previous experience with similar situations by which their needs, thoughts, 
feelings, values, and meanings are unconsciously stimulated (Korthagen & Lagerwerf, 
2001). As an example of this level of learning, An with over 20 years’ experience of 
teaching preferred to use “chalks and the blackboard” for teaching delivery. After 
observing the teaching of her peer who used PowerPoint for lesson delivery, An 
intended to use PowerPoint for her lesson presentation the following semester despite 
saying she did not learn from her peer. It seems that her need to use technical aids was 
stimulated by her comparison between observation experience and her previous 
experience. Although An did not make any changes to her current practice, her 
intention to change future practice indicates that she became aware of her practice. 
This is an example of implicit learning through what can be called “the development 
of awareness” (Korthagen, 2010, p. 101; Marton & Booth, 1997). It means that the 
academic “has become capable of discerning aspects of the phenomenon other than 
those she had been capable of discerning before” (Marton & Booth, 1997, p. 142). The 
development of awareness may contribute to future changes to teaching. 
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Most participants’ learning was at the ‘schematisation’ level whereby conscious 
actions are taken with a need for clarifying a situation and whereby concepts, 
characteristics, and principles of practice may be developed (Korthagen & Lagerwerf, 
2001). The academics reflected on their teaching and developed a conscious network 
of characteristics (e.g., of students), teaching principles, and concepts related to 
teaching strategies to describe problems in practice and how to solve them (i.e., how 
to act effectively when confronting similar situations). For example, many academics 
such as Dang and Phung realised that students liked to learn with fun, so their strategies 
to engage students in learning included fun activities such as games and role-play. It 
can be said that recognising students’ preferred way of teaching and delivering 
teaching in a way to meet their expectations does not always necessarily make teaching 
more effective or improved, but may make students receptive to academics’ teaching 
approaches. These academics’ schemata, as Korthagen (2010) discussed, “are very 
much coloured by the desire to know how to act in particular situations” (p. 102). It 
appeared that POT created what was called contextual learning that promotes a 
collaborative teaching environment (Bell, 2001; Long & Hoa, 2010; Potter et al., 2011; 
Shortland, 2010). As Knowles et al. (2005) discussed, “adults have a readiness to learn 
those things that they need to know in order to cope effectively with real-life 
situations” (p. 72). When participants learned new strategies and applied them to their 
classroom practice, they engaged in single-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 
There may be some possible explanations for many academics’ single-loop learning. 
With reference to van Manen’s (1977) levels of reflection, four academics (Binh, 
Hang, Phung, and Dang) can be seen as young academics who  carried out reflection 
at a technical level because they may lack schemata in solving problems (Taggart & 
Wilson, 2005). Hence they might have considered reflection as a way to gain 
knowledge and aimed to improve their practice in their particular context. It is easier 
to promote technical-practical reflection than critical reflection (Sparks-Langer & 
Colton, 1991). As for the more experienced academics (An, Cuc, En, and Giang), they 
might have established their personal theories of teaching and learning and just tested 
what worked and how it worked with their theories. 
Most importantly, learning occurred at  the ‘theory building’ level where academics 
form the logical structuring and reassessing of the relations of the elements in the 
schema or several schemata that are connected into one coherent theory (Korthagen & 
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Lagerwerf, 2001). Through premise reflection, three academics (Dieu, Nga, Khoa) 
restructured their theory of teaching. For example, both Dieu and Nga had a common 
change in their thinking that becoming an effective teacher requires their engagement 
in critical reflection with student and peer lenses and ongoing changes. For Khoa, 
before she thought giving whatever students liked (e.g., fun lessons) was effective 
teaching, but after the intervention she realised that delivering so-called fun lessons 
did not aid to student learning, rather she delivered content that she thought was useful 
for student learning. Thus, these academics were building their personal theory of 
teaching, restructuring their teaching assumptions. This is what Argyris and Schön 
(1974) call double-loop learning where there was the changing of academics’ 
assumptions about teaching. Not many academics reached the theory level because, as 
Korthagen (2010) explained: “The theory level is aimed at deep and generalized 
understanding of a variety of similar situations, whereas practitioners are often 
focusing on directions for taking action in a particular situation, and as a consequence, 
often do not reach the theory level” (p. 102). From interview data, the three academics 
said they deliberately thought about their practice in different teaching contexts and 
were open to different viewpoints of teaching to reach their desired outcomes. It 
suggests that these academics at least had three common attitudes towards their 
practice: whole-heartedness, open-mindedness, and responsibility, the necessary 
attitudes of a reflective teacher (Dewey, 1997). 
In discussion on situated learning theory and the pedagogy of teacher education, 
Korthagen (2010) mentions a state of learning called “level reduction” (p. 103) 
whereby schematised or even theoretical knowledge becomes so self-evident that it 
can be used in a less conscious way as if it is reduced to one gestalt. This reduction 
allows more focus on other things as Korthagen (2010) claimed; the expert level in 
professional growth is “the level at which the professional can act fluidly on the basis 
of an intuitive grasp of the situation” (p. 103). Korthagen explained that teaching is a 
gestalt-driven activity, so developing adequate schemata in teachers requires sufficient 
fruitful practical experiences (whereby gestalts are developed) and promotion of 
reflection. While such level reduction was not observed in this study, the intervention 
engaged academics in contextual practical experiences and promoted their reflection. 
If it is carried out as an ongoing process, the schemata and theories they articulated 
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may gradually be reduced to gestalts that facilitate their effective actions with sound 
understanding of the situations they have faced. 
In summary, the participants’ gain in new comprehension indicates that the 
intervention process (particularly POT) has potential to promote academics’ learning. 
The POT experience provided them with a collaborative learning context whereby they 
watched a colleague teach and shared teaching ideas. Many participants developed 
collaboration and collegiality through POT which appeared to be supportive of their 
learning. TT-SET and POT as formative lenses for academics’ reflection could bring 
about their new comprehension about educational topics (e.g., teaching, students, and 
subject) and reflective abilities. Most academics of Business English in this study 
reported that the intervention provided meaningful learning for them. Levels of 
learning varied among academics, depending on which types of reflection they 
exercised. The new understandings may result in actions which are discussed next. 
7.2.3.2. Changes to practice and future plans 
For most academics, new comprehensions resulting from reflection triggered action 
for solving problems of current practice and in planning changes to future practice. 
Changes in practice: refining teaching skills or trying new ideas 
Ten participants reported that they refined their teaching or tried new teaching ideas. 
Bell (2001), in a study on implementation of a teaching development programme, 
categorised changes into “technical”, “pedagogical” and “critical” (p. 33). 
Participants’ perceived changes to their current practice in the present study were also 
associated with technical changes (e.g., reducing speech flow, timing classroom 
activities, using audio-visual aids, providing extra materials) and pedagogical changes 
(e.g., developing students’ English language communication skills, collaboration skills 
in group-work and pair-work, developing students’ critical and creative thinking, 
giving individual support, strategies for motivating students in class). No critical 
changes were made to current practice. 
Changes to teaching were made by ten participants; however, whether academics’ 
teaching is improved or not cannot be concluded. Comparing the end-of-term TT-SET 
ratings with the early-term ratings, it was found that three academics received higher 
rating for some items while the others received about the same or lower ratings. This 
may mean that not every change made was acknowledged by students. Changes made 
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by academics may not be noticed by students who would then give about the same 
ratings on their performance at the end of the course (Penny & Coe, 2004). Another 
possible explanation is that students might have noticed the changes but formed an 
opinion on academics’ teaching at the outset of the course and did not want to change 
their thinking. I did not have data (i.e., no interview data for deeper understanding) of 
students’ perceptions of the changes academics made. Without such data, these results 
may raise concern about how dependable TT-SET is when used as a measure of 
improvement. This suggests that some measures should be taken to understand 
whether students observe and notice the changes academics make; for example, should 
academics communicate explicit feedback and changes with students and ask for 
feedback on the changes? However, the main purpose of TT-SET was not to measure 
teaching improvement but to help academics identify possible teaching problems and 
areas for improvement. 
The data on teacher’s reflection reports, video-recordings, and interviews indicate that 
ten academics attempted changes to improve practice. This finding replicates the 
outcome that POT could lead to changes (A. Bell & Mladenovic, 2015; M. Bell, 2001; 
Donnelly, 2007). Changes made to improve practice could have resulted from a state 
of dissonance created during academics’ reflection process where they may have found 
a discrepancy between their view of practice and that of students and their peer. To 
eliminate the dissonance, academics may have changed their behaviours (Brinko, 
1993; McLeod, 2014). As presented in chapter 6, TT-SET led academics to set targets 
for improvement – their aspirations. It concurs with the finding that student feedback 
promotes reflection which helps academics develop skills (Arthur, 2009). It is also 
supported by other findings that actively listening to students through formative SETs 
helped academics improve teaching (Aultman, 2006; Ramsden, 2003; Yao & Grady, 
2005). The study participants set their goals for teaching improvement based on 
students’ feedback on their teaching. Then, their planned changes were guided through 
POT as a form of consultation. In this study, aspirations together with feedback from 
students and colleagues stimulated academics to act. This aligns with the literature, 
which reports that POT helped academics refine teaching skills or try new ideas (A. 
Bell & Mladenovic, 2008; M. Bell & Cooper, 2011; Hammersley-Fletcher & 
Orsmond, 2005; Hendry & Oliver, 2012; Shortland, 2010). Martin and Double (1998) 
believed that teaching observation and joint reflection with supportive colleagues can 
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facilitate the refinement and development of teaching skills. Formative feedback is 
regarded as a trigger for self-corrective adjustments of behaviours (Bandura, 1977a). 
Thus, as external sources for reflection, TT-SET and POT provided academics with 
different perspectives of their practice that may challenge or change their own view of 
teaching, creating the inconsistency between their beliefs and practice. This then may 
trigger actions for changes in practice. 
Reflection may not lead to enhanced practice if academics do not engage in 
premise/critical reflection (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005; Peel, 2005), do 
not have substantive knowledge and skills to take effective actions (Jones, 2007; Peel, 
2005), and do not have a self-confidence (Peel, 2005). Because academics’ knowledge 
and skills to take actions were not examined, it is impossible to make judgments about 
whether the academics made improvement (and also, this study was not aimed to 
measure improvement). Thus, further research on these aspects is needed to measure 
teaching improvement. However, the finding suggests that the intervention at least 
made academics become aware of practice and focus on aspects that they identified as 
needing improvement. Reflecting upon and trying new teaching strategies in the 
classroom can support academics in propensity towards improvement (Donnelly, 
2007). No matter what level of reflection this study’s participants engaged in, most of 
them made changes to their practice. 
However, there was a case where changes were not made. An said that she reflected 
on her practice and mentioned that she would use PowerPoint in future practice. An 
did not view the problem she described as a real problem because she believed that 
using ‘chalks and blackboard’ was as useful as using PowerPoint for lesson 
presentations. This may explain why she did not make changes (i.e., showing persistent 
adherence to her approach in current practice). It might be argued that “a problem is 
unlikely to be acted on if it is not viewed as a problem” (Loughran, 2002, p. 35). 
However, An thought that the lack of PowerPoint did not actually constitute an 
instructional problem because what she used worked well. She realised that using 
PowerPoint may add something better to her practice. This outcome suggests that An 
began to develop awareness of her practice after the intervention (as discussed earlier). 
In short, it can be said that the intervention helped most academics make changes to 
their current practice. However, as theoretical implications suggest, for academics to 
effectively transform what they learned from the intervention into practice, they may 
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need sufficient knowledge, a capacity and skills for reflection, and an ability to take 
effective action, which may be the areas to be explored in future research. 
Planning changes to future practice 
All academics intended to make changes to future practice. Their intention may have 
been associated with new understandings that stimulated their further aspirations, 
enhanced confidence, self-efficacy, sense of autonomy, and collegiality (see Section 
7.2.3.3 and 7.2.3.4). This is supported by the argument that if academics perceive 
themselves as competent or self-determining and the changes they make as meaningful 
or significant, they will sustain the changes (Paulsen & Feldman, 1995). It should be 
noted that “By virtue of being personally meaningful, the individual is more likely to 
be intrinsically motivated to change” (Peel, 2005, p. 501). However, there was not 
sufficient evidence to demonstrate the enhancement of intrinsic motivation. 
Nevertheless, sharing understanding and support between several pairs may have 
enhanced their “zest for further exploration of their practice” (Donnelly, 2007, p. 125). 
The enhancement of collegiality or a commitment to mutual support, as Cosh (1999) 
suggested, would be more conducive to academics’ willingness to experiment in their 
practice. Furthermore, POT could promote collaborative conversation about teaching 
and dissemination of best practice (Atkinson & Bolt, 2010; Cosh, 1998; Hammersley-
Fletcher & Orsmond, 2004; Hatzipanagos & Lygo-Baker, 2006b; Yiend et al., 2014). 
This finding is supported by several studies which shows that participation in this 
intervention process at least indicates their willingness and readiness to change 
(Wlodarsky, 2005), or awareness of it (Bell & Mladenovic, 2008). The intervention 
process, particularly POT, made academics more confident, more pedagogically 
aware, and more willing to experiment in their teaching with intentions for future 
changes. It is also necessary to note that although one participant (An) did not have a 
positive experience of the intervention, she became aware of her practice and stated 
that she intended to take actions for future practice. 
Another explanation for intention to make changes to future practice may be that 
academics may not have had sufficient time to implement changes. For example, Hang 
claimed that she made some minor changes to current practice and would go on make 
changes in the future. This is quite understandable because change may be viewed as 
“a more long-term process of reflection, evaluation and adaptation” (Engin & Priest, 
2014, p. 7). This means changes may not take place immediately after reflection, and 
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academics may need time to evaluate and adapt new techniques or strategies. From 
these explanations, it can be suggested that most academics appeared to set plans for 
changes to future practice. TT-SET augmented with POT appeared to have triggered 
academics’ teaching aspirations for personal development. 
In summary, in addition to changes to current practice, the intervention also led 
academics’ intention to make changes to future practice. This may have resulted from 
their reflection and understanding of practice that informed future teaching. Changes 
for development is an ongoing process of reflection, evaluation, and adaption, and thus 
need sufficient time to occur. The positive sign from the implementation of TT-SET 
augmented with POT in this study is that academics reported their intention to make 
changes in future performance, showing their aspirations for future changes and 
improvement. 
7.2.3.3. Enhanced confidence, self-efficacy and autonomy 
The intervention made academics become aware of their teaching ability, capacity to 
execute actions, and autonomy. 
Enhanced confidence and self-efficacy 
Ten participants reported increased confidence and many of them developed a sense 
of self-efficacy through their new understandings of their teaching and actions to refine 
practice. Most participants felt confident in their teaching. This finding is supported 
by many studies that POT may enhance teachers’ confidence (Barnard et al., 2011; 
Bell & Cooper, 2013; Cairns et al., 2013; Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014; Donnelly, 
2007; Pressick-Kilborn & te Riele, 2008). First of all, the intervention, particularly the 
POT experience, helped confirm teaching methods. For example, Cuc reported that 
feedback from her students and peer helped her affirm of her teaching methods. Dang 
learned an effective approach from Khoa to review lessons and became creative. Thus, 
the academics’ confidence developed by the affirmation of their approach based on 
peer feedback (Bell & Cooper, 2013) and on the peer’s teaching they observed (Engin 
& Priest, 2014). Additionally, confidence could be built when academics perceived 
that they implemented successfully what was suggested by their peer. Binh applied 
Cuc’s advice in minimising dead time and did it successfully. Then, confidence could 
be built from seeing the positive impact of the changes on student learning. For 
instance, Dieu knew more about her students and realised they became more interested 
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in her teaching. Next, confidence could come from the learning of new approaches. In 
other words, confidence was also built through reassurance that what was used in their 
peer’s classroom could also be used in their own classroom context (Carroll & 
O’Loughlin, 2014; Engin & Priest, 2014). 
Academics’ confidence in performing teaching well can be a positive sign of enhanced 
self-efficacy. As discussed earlier, reflection led to new comprehensions which could 
trigger actions to change practice. The positive outcomes that academics perceived 
could be associated with the enhancement of self-efficacy. When a person believes 
he/she has capabilities to achieve, the person develops a sense of efficacy. There was 
evidence that academics’ sense of self-efficacy was enhanced; possibly POT brought 
about mastery experience, vicarious experience, and verbal persuasion – possible 
sources of self-efficacy.  
First of all, mastery experience through POT appears to have contributed to the 
enhancement of self-efficacy. Cuc, Dieu, En, and Nga felt that their practice was better 
or that they had more credibility in teaching. This attitude of confidence may stem 
from their belief that they could perform successfully in the classroom. According to 
Bandura (1977a),  people’s beliefs about their efficacy can be most influenced by 
mastery experience. When problems arise, the person believes that he/she can be 
successful through persistent actions. These academics’ perceived success in practice 
could be related to the enhancement of their self-efficacy, which then could lead to 
their expectations of successful future practice. For example, Dieu believed she can 
manipulate her impact on students with well-prepared lessons; En perceived that she 
applied successfully a new strategy (e.g., teaching vocabulary in context) she learnt 
from Dieu. This finding replicates the finding that when academics applied new 
strategies successfully, they developed their beliefs in the usefulness of what they have 
learned and what they are capable of (Hendry et al., 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 2012). 
The intervention appeared to provide the academics with mastery experience which 
may have enhanced their self-efficacy. 
In addition, vicarious experience led to enhanced confidence in academics’ capability 
to manipulate their performance. Vicarious experience or modelling can help develop 
a belief in academics’ ability to use new teaching ideas because they saw these new 
teaching strategies being successfully used by their peer. A clear example of enhanced 
self-efficacy is Khoa, who believed that she had the capacity to make effective changes 
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new strategies and affect students’ learning because she learnt from watching Dang 
performing them successfully. This finding aligns with other findings that through 
observational learning (Bandura, 1997), academics could learn from observing their 
peer’s behaviour and vicariously experiencing his/her success (Donnelly, 2007; 
Hendry et al., 2013; Hendry & Oliver, 2012). In a study of online POT where teachers 
observed virtual classrooms and engaged in dialogue with their observed teacher as a 
‘learning friend’, Harper and Nicolson (2013) found that participants perceived an 
increase in their confidence: “Participants found that observing others’ teaching 
approaches was beneficial in developing confidence in their own capabilities, in 
reflecting on and challenging existing preconceptions and in widening perspectives” 
(p. 271). The peer in this study was regarded as a lens for reflection and changes for 
improvement, so Khoa felt more confident in her own pedagogy when teaching 
problems were solved and believed she had attained her goal as her peer could. 
Furthermore, academics’ self-efficacy may be enhanced through verbal persuasion. 
Khoa also felt confident when receiving Dang’s encouragement for her capacity to 
organise classroom activities logically. This appears to replicate a finding from Hendry 
and Oliver (2012) that engaging in conversation with the peer may have offered the 
academic affirming feedback on teaching that helped enhance self-efficacy. It should 
be noted that there are other cases such as Binh and Hang who felt confident in their 
teaching skills after receiving their peer’s verbal feedback, but it is unclear whether 
they enhanced self-efficacy. Binh gained affirmation of her teaching when describing 
similar problems and sharing ideas about solutions with Cuc. Hang, who is in her early 
career, highly valued the teaching observation and conversation with Nga from whom 
she got advice on practice and prospects for success. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 
(2007) suggested that novice teachers’ self-efficacy was likely to be impacted by 
contextual factors like verbal persuasion. A causal effect between verbal persuasion 
and Binh’s and Hang’s self-efficacy cannot be definitely established, but they believed 
that their peer’s suggestion helped them deliver better performance. 
In addition, junior academics could learn more when they were paired with an 
experienced peer. For instance, Hang emulated Nga because she believed that Nga was 
competent and had higher status as a senior academic. This result concurs with 
research with younger learners by Horner, Bhattacharyya, and O'Connor (2008) who 
indicated three characteristics of an effective model: similar, competent, and of higher 
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status. Similarly, a participant in a study by Bell and Cooper (2013) found that 
“observing experienced colleagues teach helped develop a realistic view of teaching 
standards” (p. 67). The case of Hang provides an example that junior academics can 
benefit from vicarious experiences through their pairing with an experienced 
academic. These experiences may contribute to their enhanced confidence in teaching. 
However, the pairing of junior and experienced academics may highlight a potential 
problem that the junior may emulate ineffective teaching simply because they respect 
a more experienced peer. Also, deference will also hinder open critical dialogue (see 
section 7.3). 
In summary, the intervention enhanced most academics’ confidence and may have 
enhanced some academics’ self-efficacy. POT could bring about sources of self-
efficacy: mastery experience, vicarious experience and verbal persuasion. 
Participating academics became aware of their capacities in teaching. The finding is 
meaningful because it implies that to encourage academics to take action it is necessary 
to promote sources of self-efficacy through POT. The review of literature on teachers’ 
self-efficacy implies that academics’ self-efficacy is associated with their willingness 
to take action to change practice. 
A sense of autonomy 
Participants believed that the intervention allowed them autonomy in deciding which 
aspects of teaching to focus on. It allowed academics to identify and choose the 
teaching areas for feedback based on their own needs, set their goals (or aspirations), 
choose appropriate strategies to solve teaching problems through observation of peer’s 
teaching and peer’s feedback, and evaluated the outcomes through writing their 
reflection reports, as featured in Knowles’ (1975) description of self-directed learning. 
Getting desired information may help them gain better understanding of teaching areas 
that need improving (Rotem & Glasman, 1979; Stronge & Tucker, 1999). This finding 
is useful because academics’ autonomy in this sense is similar to Little’s (1995) 
description of autonomy that refers to teachers’ capacity to engage in self-directed 
teaching with personal responsibility through reflection, control, and freedom. TT-
SET augmented with POT also helped to convey academics’ ability to develop 
appropriate teaching skills, knowledge and attitudes for themselves as teachers, in 
collaboration with others (Smith & Erdoğan, 2008; Yan, 2010). The interpretations of 
teacher autonomy, as Lamb (2008) suggested, emphasise teachers’ capability of 
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making decisions according to their professional learning needs, or the freedom to do 
so. Besides, Gosling (2014) mentioned that, among other key features, collaborative 
peer review “recognises professional autonomy of all parties” (p. 20) and allows peers 
to discuss issues relating to student learning or their teaching problems in a systematic 
way. The collaborative POT used in this study had this feature. Autonomy, freedom, 
and choice are associated with self-directed learning (Brockett, 2006). Thus, the 
intervention that brought about a sense of autonomy may be viewed as the mechanism 
to promote self-directed learning.  
It should be noted that whether or not a sense of autonomy actually led to actions might 
depend on academics’ attitudes and self-efficacy. There was little direct evidence to 
make a strong connection between academics’ autonomy and action. There is an 
argument that some academics have the capacity to engage in self-directed activity but 
are not willing to do so (Yan, 2010). It might be assumed that it depends on whether 
teachers’ self-efficacy was high or low (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). Teachers with 
high self-efficacy may view autonomy as an opportunity to try different teaching ideas. 
In some cases, the academics (namely Cuc, Dieu, En, Nga, and Khoa) with enhanced 
confidence and self-efficacy made changes and showed a propensity for personal 
learning. However, it is not sufficient to make connection between autonomy and 
action. In contrast, teachers with low self-efficacy may view autonomy as a chance to 
conceal their self-aware weaknesses and retreat from challenges, which may hinder 
their personal learning and growth (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). Because of the lack 
of direct evidence, it is not possible to determine whether or not An was making use 
of autonomy to conceal weaknesses and retreat from challenges due to her low 
efficacy. However, it should be noted that she did not change practice. She believed in 
her teaching capability because of many years’ experience and was satisfied with 
current practice. 
Summary 
The intervention developed academics’ confidence, in some case, enhanced self-
efficacy, and autonomy. POT offered participants sources of self-efficacy: mastery 
experience, vicarious experience, and verbal persuasion. These experiences helped the 
participants look back on their teaching capacity and felt confident in their ability. 
Additionally, the steps of the intervention focused on academics’ professional needs 
(i.e., they had freedom to choose teaching aspects for student feedback collection and 
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peer observation). Feeling free to focus on their needs brought about a sense of 
autonomy. There was no substantial evidence to establish actual connection between 
the enhancement of self-efficacy and autonomy and intrinsic motivation, but most 
participants showed their aspirations to make change and improve future practice. This 
indicates a certain level of willingness to take action. The enhancement of self-efficacy 
and autonomy is useful for future modification of the intervention because these, as 
fundamental psychological needs, have been believed to be associated with academics’ 
intrinsic motivation (Gagne & Deci, 2005) and pedagogical practice (Lu, Jiang, Yu, & 
Li, 2014; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008) such as attempts in teaching, aspirations, 
enthusiasm or commitment, and persistence to deal with difficulties (Bandura, 1997; 
Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014). 
7.2.3.4. Nurtured collaboration and collegiality through POT 
Colleagues’ cooperation in the POT process helped develop collaboration and 
collegiality among some academics. Eight participants reported that POT made peer 
relationships develop to a new level with enhanced collegiality. Collegiality may 
include willingness to act as a support person or teaching model, sharing teaching 
materials, websites or useful resources for teaching. For example, Dang and Khoa 
perceived a trustful and cooperative atmosphere of their collaboration in the debriefing 
and cooperative learning from each other. They also joined in further collegial 
activities such as sharing teaching materials (e.g. sharing video clips, websites or 
resources they found useful) and wanted to share teaching ideas and be observed by 
peers. This finding is supported by many studies suggesting that peers develop 
collegiality, mutual trust or understanding, and friendship when spending much time 
together (Bell & Cooper, 2011; Byrne et al., 2010; Donnelly, 2007; Harper & 
Nicolson, 2013; Long & Hoa, 2010; Shortland, 2010). The development of collegiality 
from the opportunity for peers to collaborate and share ideas and change targeted 
aspects of teaching appeared significant for the use of SETs in general. Because SETs 
used in combination with forms of consultation can be effective for teaching 
improvement (Brinko, 1993; Dresel & Rindermann, 2011; Lang & Kersting, 2007; 
Marsh & Roche, 1993; Penny & Coe, 2004; Rindermann et al., 2007), the enhancement 
of collaboration and collegiality may make POT a promising form of consultation for 
academics.  
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It may be questioned if the enhanced collegiality is contrived collegiality. Hargreaves 
and Dawe (1990) distinguish between ‘collaborative culture’ and ‘contrived 
collegiality’. They regarded collaborative culture as comprising of “relationships of 
openness, trust, and support” in which teachers define and develop their goals as a 
community whereas contrived collegiality is viewed as consisting of “administratively 
contrived interactions among teachers where they meet and work to implement the 
curricula and instructional strategies developed by others” (p. 227). In the process of 
POT in this study, specific methods were not forcibly imposed upon the academics, 
and they had freedom to target what to teach, give suggestions to their peer or accept 
or reject suggestions from their peer. Many academics engaged in open dialogue in a 
trusting environment. The pairs such as Dang-Khoa, Dieu-En, Phung-Giang trusted 
each other in POT and they engaged in observing each other’ teaching and teaching 
dialogue after POT. Though Nga in the pair Nga-Hang perceived deference from 
Hang, the pair then gained understanding of each other. Trust and collaboration are the 
key for successful POT (Byrne et al., 2010; Gosling, 2002; Schuck et al., 2008; 
Shortland, 2010); while collaboration and collegiality are regarded as crucial for 
professional growth in teaching, these elements cannot be imposed but should be let 
develop freely with the teachers controlling their interactions (Ambler et al., 2014).  
The academics in this study had freedom to control their interactions with their peer in 
POT. As evidenced previously, POT appears to have been a learning environment 
where collaboration and collegiality were nurtured between some pairs of peers. 
However, working with and learning from a colleague may raise several issues about: 
disagreement with feedback and lack of sensitivity, perceived power imbalance and 
deference (see section 7.3.2), and concern for an unsafe environment for POT. It 
should be noted that An, Binh, and Cuc did not develop collegiality through POT for 
several reasons. First, tension developed between An and Binh because of 
disagreement with feedback and lack of sensitivity which resulted in confrontation. 
The second reason is the deference Binh paid to Cuc so that she did not give critical 
feedback that may cause confrontation. The third reason is the feeling of unsafe 
environment in the department: Cuc said that she could share teaching ideas with a 
peer but would not wish to be a teaching model for others. She thought her teaching 
may not be better than others’ and was afraid of a possible back-stabbing or nit-picking 
about her teaching. This fear is not uncommon because academics may find POT 
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intrusive, threatening, and subjective (Bell & Mladenovic, 2008; Thuy, 2012). The 
feeling of being judged was unhelpful in POT. Avoiding the use of language that infers 
any judgement and moving towards opening discussion on teaching with peers was a 
suggestion to solve this problem (Ambler et al., 2014).  
In summary, the intervention nurtured collaboration and collegiality between some 
peers. The development of a good relationship may enhance academics’ willingness 
to participate in and develop their positive attitude towards collaborative learning. In 
other words, the intervention process created an opportunity for making connections 
among many academics. This is the positive side of the intervention. 
7.3. Enabling factors and challenges 
The study identified several enabling factors and challenges which depended on 
academics perceptions of TT-SET, observation of peer teaching, receiving feedback, 
and time resource. 
7.3.1. Perception of TT-SET 
Academics’ willingness to use TT-SET for reflection depends on their perception of 
its values. Six academics regarded TT-SET as completely reliable and useful for 
informing teaching, which might have made them willing to use it. This finding seems 
to concur with Belluigi’s (2013) evidence on teachers’ perception and use of student 
feedback, as a lecturer said: “the feedback I solicit through evaluations provides me 
with insight into how students experience my teaching, our classes, me, and I can then 
use this to broaden the educational experience for all of us” (p. 12). It appeared that 
perceiving TT-SET as reliable and valid made academics receptive to TT-SET, which 
also seems consistent with the result in the Vietnamese context from Dung and 
Mcinnis (2002) in a study that 57% of participating academics regarded SETs as valid 
and 67% agreed that SETs can help improve teaching. This finding implies that 
whether academics valued TT-SET as a reliable and valid source for reflection on 
practice can be associated with their willingness to use it. 
However, there was also a challenge that academics would use TT-SET in a limited 
way or would not use it at all when perceiving it as lacking reliability and validity. 
Four academics regarded TT-SET as distorted by factors including student 
carelessness, subjective thoughts, first impression, and lack of responsibility and 
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wholeheartedness, and used it an additional source of information on teaching. 
Students may not have been viewed as mature enough to give reliable feedback, so 
their feedback was regarded as a blunt tool that needs critique before use. The 
perception of TT-SET reliability seems to be associated with the perceptions that 
students are not competent to evaluate academics’ performance or skills (Arthur, 2009; 
Douglas & Douglas, 2006; Dung & Mcinnis, 2002; Richardson, 2005). Yet, this 
perception of students as lacking independent thought, profound perspective, and 
ability to evaluate their teachers (Dung & Mcinnis, 2002) might have been impacted 
by Confucian ideology in which teachers have a special status (Hu, 2002) in the 
hierarchical order of student-teacher relationship. This finding is also no surprise when 
compared to the findings from Stein et al. (2012) and Yao and Grady (2005) that 
academics who were suspicious of SET did not use it or used it in a limited way. 
Academics appear to show reluctance generally to use SETs; another study  similarly 
showed that not every academic “is convinced of the desirability and utility” of SETs 
(Spooren & Mortelmans, 2006, p. 201). In another example, conducting a study to 
determine the effects of the formal evaluation process of two- and four-year college 
faculty on instructional improvement, Spencer and Flyr (1992) found that 77 percent 
of the responses indicated that SETs were not taken into consideration when academics 
made changes to their teaching. In addition, a study conducted at a major Canadian 
university to explore the utility of student ratings by Beran et al. (2005) showed that 
although 84 percent of the responses indicated the usefulness of SETs, academics did 
not usually use it to improve their teaching. However, this is not the case of the 
participants in the present study because they at least used it to identify teaching 
problems and form aspirations to change them, although this may well have been 
because the intervention required them to do so. 
There appeared a case (namely An) that the purpose of TT-SET may have been 
wrongly assumed. An’s perception of early-term TT-SET as being unreliable and not 
accurately evaluating her performance is not consistent with a common view that  mid-
term SET is almost always collected for formative purposes while end-of-term one for 
summative purposes (Bullock, 2003). An may have misinterpreted its purpose and 
believed that end-of-term TT-SET would give more accurate evaluation. Her 
perception might have been shaped by a common sense of SET as an administrative 
tool (i.e., the summative purpose) in Vietnam where its formative and summative 
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purposes have not been clearly defined. The use and purposes of SETs are not well 
defined in countries where SETs are relatively new (Nair & Mertova, 2013). This 
implies that for An to rethink TT-SET, it may be necessary for her to be clear about its 
formative use. 
In summary, the extent to which TT-SET enabled or hindered academics to use it for 
reflection depends on their perception of its reliability and validity. Many viewed it as 
useful and reliable. Yet, some were suspicious of its reliability and validity, which 
might be associated with the impact of Confucianism on their belief about students in 
the student-teacher relationship. 
7.3.2. Perception of POT 
The extent to which POT could promote academics’ reflection and learning depends 
on their perception of observing the peer teaching and receiving feedback, which 
appeared to be impacted by the nature of the peer relationship. 
7.3.2.1. Observing the peer teaching 
Useful opportunity for learning from observation of peer teaching 
Observing the peer teach offered many academics an opportunity to learning from 
seeing new strategies or referring the peer’s problems to their own classroom context. 
It is easy to find examples that academics (e.g., Binh, Hang, Dang, and Khoa) learnt 
new strategies because they perceived their peer as using good teaching strategies, 
having specialised knowledge, and being experienced. Even when academics (e.g., 
Cuc and Nga) could not learn new teaching ideas, they used the observation as a chance 
for reflection by identifying problems in their peer’s classroom activities and referring 
to their own situation for solution to similar problems. This finding appears to go 
beyond the perception that learning that occurs in POT is often attributed to the teacher 
being observed after he/she receives comments from the observer and engages in 
reflection (Cosh, 1999; Gosling, 2002; Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2004; 
Yiend et al., 2014). It replicates the findings from Hendry and Oliver (2012) and Bell 
and Mladenovic (2008) that academics can learn from observing someone teach as 
well. Academics can learn, for example, by adopting the peer’s practices (Hendry & 
Oliver, 2012) or thinking about solution for problem arising in the peer’s classroom 
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by referring to their situation (Tenenberg, 2016). Whichever way learning came from, 
observing a peer teach appeared to be useful. 
Limited learning from observing the junior peer teaching 
However, the challenge seemed to occur in unequal pairings when senior academics 
perceived they could not learn much from the junior peer. This means they could not 
learn better teaching skills from observing the peer because they perceived that their 
junior peer was not as experienced in teaching. This challenge is characteristic of 
senior-junior pairs such as Cuc-Binh, An-Binh, Giang-Phung and Nga-Hang. Their 
peer relationship had a distance deriving from age, experience, and organisational 
status. This finding indicates a tendency that these senior academics judged their junior 
peer’s teaching based on their assumed superiority of knowledge and experience 
(Gosling, 2014). It appeared that these senior academics perceived the peer in POT 
only as a teaching model from whom they could learn effective teaching ideas. Then, 
it became a challenge because different observers may have very differing ideas about 
effective teaching, as (Gosling, 2014) found. 
7.3.2.2. Receiving peer feedback 
Useful opportunity for learning from peer feedback 
Perceiving the appropriateness and relevance of peer feedback might have enhanced 
academics’ willingness to use it. The participants in this study received both written 
and oral feedback, and the teaching dialogue provided an opportunity for face-to-face 
exchange. Eight participants valued teaching dialogue with useful, relevant, 
constructive feedback, as Sullivan et al. (2012) found. The development of 
collaboration and collegiality (see section 7.2.3.4) appeared to be associated with their 
perceived trustful and cooperative atmosphere which may be viewed as deriving from 
the nature of the peer relationship. Productive peer relationships built from trust 
encouraged reflective dialogue and learning about teaching. There were instances, 
such as Dieu-En and Dang-Khoa, where the peers trusted each other and engaged in 
discussion about teaching at the debriefing. This replicates findings that mentoring and 
support from a trusted colleague are an integral part of its success (Carroll & 
O’Loughlin, 2014; Shortland, 2010). The attitudes of welcoming feedback might have 
enabled these academics to take the opportunity of collaboration with a colleague 
through POT to reflect on practice and learn about teaching. This kind of open-
236 
 
mindedness, a necessary characteristic of a reflective person who is “open to the 
voices, opinions, and advice of others” (Valli, 1997, p. 68), seemed to  be associated 
with their perceived usefulness of peer feedback.  
In another example, a productive peer relationship was built from a non-threatening 
atmosphere between Binh and Cuc though some challenges were also acknowledged 
(see the following section). Unlike the collaboration with An (discussed later), 
comparing An’s and Cuc’s feedback, Binh felt a non-threatening atmosphere with Cuc 
and was pleased with Cuc’s feedback because of its appropriateness. This may mean 
Binh did not perceive Cuc’s feedback as confrontation or humiliation but as a 
respectful constructive suggestion. As Schuck et al. (2008) indicated, “respect for one 
another’s expertise in teaching” (p. 224) is an important factor for POT to work. Thus, 
that Binh’s perceived Cuc’s respectful attitude in giving negative comments may have 
helped keep the harmonious peer relationship. 
Besides, a productive relationship could also overcome bad feelings when either of the 
peers gave only discouraging negative comments. For example, Phung overcame the 
bad feeling (i.e., feeling discouraged) from only negative comments given by Giang 
who is her peer and close friend because she perceived that Giang was truthful about 
her feedback. Additionally, Phung agreed with Giang’s feedback and saw it as an 
opportunity for making changes. This is also in agreement with a finding of Carroll 
and O’Loughlin’s study that “some participants viewed such closeness between peers 
as positive, in that their relationship was strong enough to cope with negative 
feedback” (Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014, p. 449). Arguably, Phung’s perceived 
truthfulness from her friend and receptiveness to negative comments encouraged her 
in reflection and learning from the peer.  
Limited learning from the junior peer’s feedback 
However, there were still challenges. First of all, limited learning was associated with 
not only observation of the junior peer’s teaching (as discussed above) but also the 
junior peer’s feedback in those unequal pairings. It was perceived to be associated with 
junior peer’s deference that only positive comments were given. This is true in the case 
of Binh because she found it hard to give critical negative comments to Cuc. It appears 
to reflect a cultural aspect that avoiding critiques that may bring about confrontation 
by showing deference (i.e., showing respect to the senior in terms of age, status or 
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position) and saving face (i.e., avoiding humiliation) was a way the Vietnamese 
academic maintained a harmonious relationship with their peer. In the Vietnamese 
Confucian collectivist culture, respect is the cornerstone of a relationship (Borton, 
2000; Mai et al., 2005; Tuong, 2002). The debriefing session turned out to be back-
patting (i.e., offering each other praise or compliments) (Byrne et al., 2010; Cosh, 
1999). It can be argued that there is a blurred line between critical-constructive and 
judgmental feedback. There seems to be a fear that judgments were being made 
although the peers have closely worked together (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 
2005). The feedback process is very sensitive (Phuong & Vásquez, 2011), and giving 
critical constructive feedback is a demanding skill that needs to be trained (Cosh, 
1998). Perhaps, Binh was not sure of the outcomes of giving negative comments, so 
she chose a safer way, showing deference. Academics may have difficulty giving 
negative feedback (Cairns et al., 2013), so they just give compliments to their peer. 
This case might be an example of power distance in Vietnamese relationships 
(Hofstede, 1997) that may prevent peers from fully engaging in rich open conversation 
(Schuck et al., 2008). Another possible argument is that difference in status can foster 
one-way conversation where one peer can feel disempowered (Gosling, 2014). 
However, this is not the case in this study because the senior peers expected to receive 
more feedback from their junior peer. The potential for using POT to enhance 
reflection is limited if the process fails to facilitate critical feedback (Yiend et al., 
2014). In the case of Hang, only positive feedback was not from deference but from 
her perceptions of Nga’s good teaching. Yet, Nga perceived it as deference. These two 
cases imply that the senior academics’ perceived deference appeared to derive from 
their positionality that they were more experienced and/or had higher organisational 
rank. Their belief in power imbalance might have challenged their receptiveness to 
their junior peer’s feedback. Thus, the communication between the peers seemed to be 
distorted by the imbalance of power (Gosling, 2002, 2014). 
This unequal pairing appears more beneficial to the junior academics. As found Bell 
and Cooper’s study (2013), the pairing of early-career and experienced academics was 
supportive of early-career academics. Consequently, participants such as Cuc, Binh, 
and Nga in the unequal parings felt that more equal pairing would have facilitated more 
critical feedback. It can be said that the unequal pairing in terms of experience or age 
is not beneficial to the senior academics’ learning. 
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However, the senior-junior relationship (a distance deriving from age and experience) 
between Giang and Phung is different from the above pairs because the academics are 
close friends. They did not perceive a lack of critical feedback. There may be an 
argument that closeness can bring about uncritical acceptance of peer’s feedback, and 
peers may not be truthful about each other’s weaknesses for fear of hurting each other 
(Carroll & O’Loughlin, 2014). However, Schuck et al. (2008) argued that these 
challenges may exist in any such partnership and can be overcome when the 
relationship is strong.  Both Giang and Phung said that they were truthful with each 
other and their friendship became closer. Thus, this robustness in the relationship may 
encourage more critical feedback. 
Disagreement with feedback and lack of sensitivity 
The next challenge is the disagreement with feedback and lack of perceived sensitivity 
in giving and receiving feedback. Three participants experienced negative feelings 
from peer feedback. While these academics valued the intervention process, it did not 
work well when they perceived peer feedback as an evaluation or a challenge to their 
value. The first interpretation was that Binh perceived judgmental feedback, superior 
attitude, and lack of respect from An – a feeling of being humiliated. Hence, the finding 
that defensive or bad feelings that arose as a result of the emerging threat eliminated 
the benefits of POT is supported by the argument that POT needs to be well 
implemented in a way that creates a safe, non-threatening environment (Fernandez & 
Yu, 2007). Perceiving judgments made feedback sessions ineffective (Barnard et al., 
2011) and may call POT into disrepute (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005). 
Thus, the challenge appeared to depend on how the peer interpreted feedback. 
Feedback may be differently interpreted as discouragingly critical instead of 
constructively critical as intended (Shortland, 2010). Because Binh perceived An’s 
feedback as criticism rather than as constructively intended, tension arose. 
The challenge also depended on how the peer gave feedback. In response to An, Binh 
criticised her practice. The junior-senior relationship seemed to increase the negative 
impacts of criticism when An disagreed with Binh’s feedback (because she did not 
believe it was true about her practice) and felt irritated. An’s reaction may have been 
associated with the feeling of being criticised without respect. Binh’s criticism may 
have given An a feeling that her values were being challenged. Another explanation 
for An disagreeing with Binh’s feedback and unwelcome attitudes might be based on 
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her assumed superiority of knowledge and experience. As Cosh (1998) argued, “In the 
case of experienced teachers in particular, a natural reaction to explicit or even implied 
criticism is to become defensive and inimical to suggestions of change” (p.172). In the 
Vietnamese context, criticism may be viewed as humiliation, which may imply that 
the person who gives the critiques does not show respect to the other. In Vietnam, 
peers have to show respect for each other’s age and experience (Borton, 2000; Thang, 
2013), and this may be a sensitive aspect to be considered in post-POT dialogue; 
otherwise, discussion will fail (Fullerton, 2003). This perceived lack of respect from 
the peer created tension between them, resulting in a negative feeling and 
defensiveness. One might also argue that An’s reaction can be associated with An’s 
special characteristic that she rejected everyone’s feedback and showed explicit 
disagreement because Binh is a junior. It is close to the argument that academics tend 
to view critical feedback in a negative way (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2005). 
This possibility may need to be further studied.  
A lack of sensitivity can be born of lack of balance of negative and positive feedback. 
Giang’s only negative comments appeared discouraging to Phung. This finding 
replicates findings from MacKinnon (2001) that giving just negative comments was 
discouraging and produced a negative feeling (e.g., disheartened, frustrated) by the 
lack of recognition of the peer’s strengths. However, that Phung accepted it as a chance 
to improve teaching and the close relationship where peers trusted each other may have 
helped her overcome this negative feeling (as discussed above). 
It should be further noted that the problems (e.g., senior peer’s disregard of junior 
peer’s feedback, deference, or saving face) arising in pairs of experienced and 
inexperienced academics might be examples of a universal issue: lack of parity and 
reciprocity. This study did not have data for comparing how academics from different 
cultures react to such issues. However,  the interpretations of the findings were based 
on studies on the Vietnamese culture with theoretical assumptions, what several 
participants believed, and the perspective of the researcher (i.e., as a member of the 
Vietnamese culture who has insight into that culture). For example, Cuc believed that 
Binh might have paid deference to her, and Binh also admitted that she had deference 
for senior peers. Besides, the lack of sensitivity in giving feedback may have caused a 
loss of face. I believe that it seems especially damaging when a Vietnamese teacher 
loses face. In a collectivist Confucian culture such as Vietnam, people believe that 
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losing their face also means losing face of their family, group, or even organisation. 
There may be elements that are different from more individualistic cultures, and 
further research is needed to examine if such elements are particularly associated with 
the Vietnamese culture (i.e., to strongly justify if such elements have distinctive 
implications for Vietnamese academics). 
In summary, academics’ judgmental attitude, perceived lack of respect, delivery of 
imbalanced positive-negative comments detracted from the benefits of POT. Criticism 
of one’s teaching may cause a negative feeling in all cultures, but it may be more 
damaging in the Vietnamese culture. The cases indicate how academics can give and 
receive feedback and take care of the nature of the peer relationship in teaching 
dialogue with regard to mutual respect. Academics may need to know how to give 
critical constructive feedback without challenging each other’s values or causing a 
confrontation, because untrained academics can cause negative feelings and 
defensiveness (Cosh, 1998). Also, giving feedback may need to balance negative 
comments and recognitions of peer’s teaching to avoid being disheartened. The finding 
in this study suggests the importance of maintaining mutual respect in giving feedback 
is important for POT. 
7.3.3. Time resource for POT 
Limited time was one of the big challenges for academics to fully engage in POT. 
Although nine academics thought that a shortage of time would be a challenge, four 
(Binh, Giang, Hang, Nga) actually found it hard to engage in POT because of their 
workload and limited time available to observe each other’s teaching and to make 
changes. All participants in this study had a full schedule because they often had 
different teaching sessions in different institutions. This finding is similar to Huong’s 
(2014) finding in that in the Vietnamese context academics had less time to engage in 
teaching and research due to heavy workload and working part time. There are more 
part-time academics, and full-time academics have more working hours with various 
responsibilities (Eddy & Garza Mitchell, 2012). The participants in the present study 
were in a similar situation, so spending much time working part time reduced their 
engagement in POT. The researcher’s journal shows that it was difficult to arrange 
pre- and post-observation meetings that suited both peers, as Long and Hoa (2010) 
found. This finding also concurs with studies on peer review of teaching involving 
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POT in Australia such as Harris et al.’s (2008) and Barnard et al.’s (2011) studies in 
that academics had to compete for time in their workplace. Time management for POT 
may be a problem concerning participant availability (Harper & Nicolson, 2013), 
preparation for POT (Donnelly, 2007), or too much time and paperwork required for 
POT (Adshead et al., 2006; Donnelly, 2007). Therefore, the time for POT added to 
their heavy workloads (Sullivan et al., 2012; Trujillo et al., 2008). 
In addition to the problems with time management and preparation for POT, duration 
of the POT programme was viewed as insufficient for changes. These four academics 
thought that one semester was too short for them to make changes and suggested that 
POTs should be scheduled for two semesters. This may imply that professional 
learning through POT is a continuing process. As Engin and Priest (2014) stressed, 
POT is not a one-off activity and may not bring about immediate changes because 
development is an ongoing process of observing, reflecting, and learning. Because of 
the time constraints, academics may continue their previous practice or adopt 
ineffective practice. Although reflection may bring about knowledge of good practice, 
in a stressful environment people may not act in accordance with what they believe is 
good practice (Forde et al., 2006). Therefore, for effective changes, it is necessary to 
engage academics in a cycle of observing, reflecting, and learning. In short, limited 
time challenged academics’ engagement in POT, which could have reduced the quality 
of their reflection and learning. 
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Figure 7.1: Perceived enabling factors and challenges to the intervention 
In summary, there were several enabling factors and challenges (see Figure 7.1) that 
impacted academics’ reflection and learning through student and peer lenses. 
Academics’ use of TT-SET depends on their perception of its usefulness, and their 
limited use or rejection of TT-SET is associated with their view of its reliability and 
validity. This view seemed to be impacted by academics’ view of students in the 
hierarchal order of the student-teacher relationship. Similarly, the academics’ 
awareness of their position in relation to peers, regarding social connections, academic 
rank, and experience, affected their interpretation of POT, including perceived 
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usefulness of observation of peer’s teaching and feedback. A trustful, non-threatening 
and cooperative atmosphere are important for the collaboration between the peers 
because it facilitates the peer collaboration. This kind of atmosphere depends on the 
nature of the peer relationship and the manner in which they communicated with each 
other. The associated challenges include senior limited learning from the junior peer 
lens (due to lack of experience and non-critical feedback from deference) and 
disagreement with feedback and lack of sensitivity (due to attitude of superiority, 
criticism in giving feedback, and giving only negative comments). These findings 
suggest that the peer relationship is the critical underlying factor in the collaboration 
between peers in POT. Another challenge was time constraints and heavy workload 
that reduced academics’ engagement in POT and making changes. 
7.4. The usefulness of the theoretical framework 
The intervention process appeared to fit into a model for promoting academics’ 
reflection and developing their understandings of practice in the Vietnamese context. 
It is a structured process that provides formative feedback information on practice 
supportive of teachers’ learning. However, several challenges need to be fully 
addressed for a successful intervention. A revised framework may be necessary for 
further research. 
TT-SET augmented with POT appeared to be a structured or systematic procedure for 
academics’ reflection. The student and colleagues lenses fulfil the role of ‘structural 
aids’ or ‘external impetus’ (LaBoskey, 1993) to reflection. These two of four lenses 
that Brookfield (1995) suggested engaged academics in examining their practice from 
a variety of viewpoints (Forde et al., 2006; Loughran, 2002). External perspectives 
play a critical role in enhancing self-awareness and transforming understanding (Peel, 
2005). These lenses were structured to be a systematic approach to practice that 
supports reflection. TT-SET may complement POT appropriately in this structured 
intervention which was beneficial to academics’ reflection. As students are direct 
recipients of the teaching process (Kelchtermans, 2009), they could provide a source 
of feedback that may have encouraged academics to identify their teaching problems 
and set aspirations for changes. Meanwhile, POT provided them with observation 
experience and professional conversations with a colleague who can provide a 
professional perspective on practice (Hutchings, 1996). Student and colleague lenses 
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are external resources that are supportive of reflection and can help academics gain 
insight into their practice. 
The theoretical framework developed for this study also explained Shulman’s idea of 
teaching that emphasises comprehension and reasoning, transformation and reflection. 
It is relevant for examining academics’ reflection and reflective practice, knowledge 
development, and actions. TT-SET augmented with POT facilitated participants’ 
articulation of teaching beliefs. For example, teaching observation and the follow-up 
debriefing offered an opportunity where peers could share teaching beliefs and 
theories, teaching techniques and strategies, teaching experiences, and teaching 
contexts. These discussions between peers related to their comprehension of subject 
content knowledge and use of the relevant pedagogy to impart teaching. Thus, 
reflection from formative information obtained from students and peer helped 
academics develop new comprehension about their practice. This is consistent with 
Shulman’s (1987) ideas about the development of pedagogical content knowledge in 
his model of pedagogical reasoning and action. In other words, it focusses on processes 
involved in teaching including the transformation of knowledge into teachable forms: 
“during this cycle of processes, pedagogical content knowledge is used and generated” 
(Webb, 2002, p. 241). Through the process of collecting TT-SET for teaching 
aspirations, observing a peer teaching, receiving peer written and verbal feedback, 
writing reflection reports, academics became aware of their practice and generated 
pedagogical content knowledge. This awareness can be viewed as one that “creates 
opportunities for professional growth and development” (Osterman & Kottkamp, 
1993, p. 19). It facilitated learning and triggered actions for changes to practice. The 
benefits of POT can be summarised, using Marshall’s words: “the power of peer 
observation resides in its developmental and collegial orientation and its exposure of 
colleagues to affirmation, constructive criticism, and the experience of how others 
teach differently” (Marshall, 2004, p. 187). 
However, there are several challenges to be addressed. These challenges are associated 
with academics’ perception of TT-SET and POT: TT-SET reliability and validity, 
observation of peer teaching, and peer feedback, and time for POT (see Figure 7.1). It 
seemed that in some cases academics’ perception was influenced by Vietnamese 
cultural values which appeared to be a filter for interpreting POT experience. For 
example, several thought that students could not have independent thought and their 
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feedback was distorted. In other cases, academics positioned themselves in the peer 
relationship based on age, experience, or organisational rank. Thus, positionality 
affected the way they interpreted the POT experience. For example, in unequal 
pairings, some senior peers had limited learning from junior peers because deference 
hindered open teaching dialogue. In one case, unequal pairing brought about one’s 
feeling superior over the other. Then, disagreement with feedback and lack of respect 
in giving feedback resulted in a relationship breakdown. These findings suggest that 
the nature of the peer relationship appears to be the contextual factor underlying how 
academics interpret the POT experience. In addition, limited time influenced 
academics’ engagement in the intervention and action for changes. The identification 
of these challenges are important for revising the theoretical framework which may be 
used for further research. Hence, the application of TT-SET augmented with POT may 
require an addition of the enabling factors and challenges to the model for it to be 
successfully implemented in the Vietnamese context (see Figure 7.2). 
 
Figure 7.2: Proposed model for the implementation of TT-SET and POT 
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In summary, the intervention provided academics with a context for reflection and 
learning. Particularly, POT was applied in a new context, which brought about 
understanding of how it worked in the Vietnamese context. These insights are 
significant for the modification of the intervention if it is to be implemented and further 
research into this area. 
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Chapter 8. Concluding Remarks 
This chapter presents the study’s significance and limitations, discusses implications, 
raises recommendation for future research, and ends with concluding remarks. 
8.1. Significance 
This study is theoretically and practically significant. Particularly, the investigation of 
TT-SET augmented with POT, in a university in the Vietnamese context contributes 
to the understanding of this approach in depth. This case examination helped explore 
whether the outcomes found in other contexts can be expected to this new context and 
what new issues emerged. 
From a theoretical aspect, this study contributes to a critique of a mechanism for 
academics’ changes in pedagogical reasoning, particularly reflection. The theoretical 
framework developed from the review of literature was relevant to inform the study 
but is also a contribution to the research field. It provides an understanding of how 
reflection can be influenced by external lenses that contribute changes in academic 
staffs’ learning and actions to solve practical problems. In other words, the intervention 
that provides academic staff with varied lenses for viewing their practice (by 
addressing the what, how, and why of teaching) appears to be a mechanism for their 
changes in pedagogical reasoning and actions. Testing the use of the lenses in the 
Vietnamese context provides an understanding of the applicability of a commonly 
viewed as Western-developed process in a different local context. 
From a practical aspect, the study, which is exploratory in nature, helps clarify what is 
necessary for effective reflective academics and what hinders their reflection and 
professional learning. The discussion of enabling factors and challenges to academics’ 
reflection from TT-SET and POT helps identify necessary and sufficient conditions 
for the intervention to be effective. Unlike the university’s standard SET and random 
supervisory observations of teaching that seem not to affect academics’ action to 
improve teaching, the intervention was a structured process that promoted academics’ 
reflection and insight into their practice. Previously, a few studies in Vietnam have 
been conducted on POT for beginner teachers but have not identified the conditions 
for POT to be effective, particularly for more experienced academics. This study 
identified several important factors. Academics’ perceptions of TT-SET and POT 
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influence the extent to which they used them for reflection. For example, several 
participants viewed TT-SET as distorted and used it in a limited way. Therefore, if TT-
SET reliability is perceived, academics may use it. The positionality of Vietnamese 
academics through POT contributes to conceptualisation of a peer with respect to the 
characteristics such as age and experience or expertise and the role of the peer. Issues, 
for example, concerning peers’ skills of teaching and criticality of feedback, seemed 
to occur with the unequal pairings which appeared conducive to junior peer’s learning. 
Several academics (particularly senior academics) believed that more equal pairings 
would be more productive to their learning. This suggests that more equal pairing 
would encourage more critical feedback and learning. Another issue associated with 
the nature of the peer relationship is the perceived atmosphere between peers which 
was influenced by the distance and closeness in the peer relationship (e.g., junior peer’s 
deference in giving feedback). A trustful and cooperative atmosphere can promote 
collaboration, and collaborative reflection requires strengthened collaboration and 
collegiality between academics through POT. The way of giving feedback can cause 
disagreement and confrontation (e.g., causing loss of face) or bad feelings. For 
example, lack of respect for peer’s teaching can damage a relationship; giving only 
negative comments can cause bad feelings. These examples suggest that training in 
feedback skills and interpersonal communication (e.g., how to give constructive 
feedback without causing humiliation) is necessary for peers’ collaboration in POT. In 
the Vietnamese context, the difference in status deriving from age, experience, and 
organisational rank sometimes matters. Thus, these ideas replicate Gosling’s (2014) 
two principles for collaborative POT: parity and reciprocity. Furthermore, limited time 
due to heavy workloads is an issue to be addressed if the intervention is to be 
implemented. Addressing this issue may require the engagement of middle and top 
management. 
In summary, this study provides theoretical and practical implications on the design 
and implementation of TT-SET augmented with POT. It discusses educational 
messages related to academics’ pedagogical reasoning, particularly reflection in the 
teaching process. The outcomes of the study can inform what modification should be 
done to the framework if the intervention is to be further implemented in the university, 
with reference to the enabling factors and challenges. Academics’ perceptions of the 
effectiveness of TT-SET and POT provide valuable information or guidelines for 
249 
 
institutional policy makers and middle and top management if the intervention is to be 
considered for promoting teaching improvement at the university. 
8.2. Limitations of the study 
There were several limitations of the study. First, the time allotted for this study’s data 
collection was one semester which may be too short to document a comprehensive 
picture of academics’ reflection and changes. The changes in management and heavy 
workload could have affected the academics’ wholeheartedness in POT. The 
academics’ tight schedule also seemed to affect their engagement in the project. 
Limited time was spent for thoughtful feedback and solutions to pedagogical problems. 
Thus, this could have resulted in inadequate feedback and deep thinking in writing 
reflection reports. Some pairs of peers could not arrange a post-observation meeting 
right after the observation session, so their deep reflection on important aspects of 
teaching could be limited.  
Second, the early-term formative TT-SETs were collected near a long holiday break, 
so students may not have been concentrating on providing the academics with high 
quality feedback. This could affect the academics’ reflection on practice. In addition, 
this short period of a semester was not adequate for students to observe changes made 
by academics, which could raise a concern about the dependability of TT-SET being 
used as a measure of changes. 
Third, student learning outcomes were not documented, so it is not possible to judge 
whether the intervention could have a significant impact on student learning. This 
study did not intend to measure students’ achievement. However, documenting student 
learning outcomes may add to the comprehensive picture of teachers’ learning through 
the intervention. This may be an area for future research. 
Finally, the study did not examine the study context in details, so it cannot be 
determined how every contextual factor impacts on TT-SET augmented with POT. 
More research needs to be conducted to identify the features of a facilitative 
environment for TT-SET and POT. 
This study was conducted with expectations that how the intervention would work in 
the Vietnamese context on the basis of the review of the literature (e.g., for developing 
the theoretical framework) and the researcher’s personal experience. I believe that the 
findings confirm my optimism that the intervention could be potentially a valuable 
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way of supporting academics’ professional development. Hard work was attempted on 
the analysis in order not to allow the influence of biases on interpretations. It should 
be noted however that the findings depend on the interpretations of a single researcher 
and therefore might be affected by his biases. Although the researcher’s position was 
made explicit (see section 3.5) to address issues of reflexivity, it is possible that these 
interpretations still reflect to some degree his beliefs and experiences. 
8.3. Implications 
The findings of this research offer implications about the application of TT-SET 
augmented with POT and consideration for institutional culture and policies. 
8.3.1. Implications for practice 
The analysis of the positive outcomes and challenges to the intervention provides 
direction for improving the practical design of the intervention. 
First of all, based on the findings that many academics engaged in content and process 
reflection only, to enhance learning it would be helpful to promote academics’ premise 
reflection because it can lead to deeper or transformative learning. Thus, a conceptual 
framework or design facilitating the implementation of TT-SET and POT should be 
provided and guided so that it can trigger premise reflection. When academics have a 
road map of what they are going to do and how they will do it, they can establish 
effective agendas for their personal growth. POT protocols could be revised so that 
academics can explore ‘why’ they are teaching. For example, the peer observer’s 
feedback form and the debriefing could contain questions (e.g., why do you think that 
approach will work well? On what basis did you choose the strategy?) that may 
facilitate open debate on the choice of teaching ideas.  
It is necessary to make explicit the principle of mutual respect for peers in addition to 
the principles of parity and reciprocity in order to help academics gain a deeper view 
of what they can learn from observing someone else’s teaching, and introduce to them 
other academics’ positive experience of POT. The findings on senior academics’ 
limited learning from the junior peers indicate that senior academics often positioned 
themselves higher and viewed their peers as lacking experience or skilled teaching and 
giving non-critical feedback. Senior academics in some cases made judgments on their 
peers’ teaching based on assumed superiority of knowledge and experience. Their 
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assumption may be correct; however, it is suggested that in peer-supported review the 
peer is framed not from the position of a knower who provides solutions to teaching 
problems but as one who cooperates, gives opinion, and collaboratively explores new 
teaching ideas (Barnard et al., 2011; Gosling, 2014). The principles of parity and 
reciprocity need to be made explicit to peers in their teaching dialogue such as the 
communication between peers being open to challenge from either side and both peers 
being equally open to learning (Gosling, 2014). However, this study’s findings also 
indicate that some academics found a lack of sensitivity associated with criticism or 
judgmental attitude, lack of respect (e.g., attitude of superiority), and only negative 
comments. Thus, a principle of mutual respect may be established such as balance of 
negative feedback and recognition (MacKinnon, 2001) and showing respect for each 
other’s teaching (Schuck et al., 2008) to avoid causing bad feelings or possible 
confrontation. In addition, when academics reflect deeply what they can learn from 
their peer, they will be willing to collaborate. Their insight into the usefulness of POT 
can also come from communicating positive outcomes from other academics 
participating in POT. Therefore, if academics have freedom to choose their peer for 
POT and believe that the peer can be supportive of their learning, they will act 
accordingly to correspond with the principle of mutual respect, parity, and reciprocity 
for a productive peer relationship.  
Training academics to collaborate in POT is necessary and should take into account 
the cultural aspects within the sub-culture, the organisational culture, or the society. 
For academics to engage in effective open teaching dialogues, they need to be trained 
and equipped with necessary skills (Cosh, 1998) to work collaboratively, give and 
receive feedback, and avoid confrontation. For example, to deal with direct comments 
that may sound like criticism and cause humiliation, training sessions may introduce a 
teacher’s simulated teaching and ways of giving feedback using eliciting techniques 
(e.g., peers eliciting ideas from each other by using thought-provoking questions and 
giving observational evidence such as students’ reaction, teaching style, etc. which 
helps academics reflect on their practice). Thus, how the cultural issues are addressed 
during this training depends on the nature of the culture where the academics work. 
Academics in this study paid attention to the characteristics of the peer. Many liked to 
have a peer who has similar experience and with whom they have a close relationship, 
which they believed would encourage open teaching dialogue. In case of experienced 
252 
 
academics, they wished to have a peer who was as experienced as they were. However, 
these academics and a few others also liked to have an outside expert observer. As 
Gosling (2014) argued, sometimes an outsider is more effective by asking more 
challenging questions. The data showed that academics thought about their status (as 
regards age, experience, expertise, and organisational status) in accordance with their 
peer’s position, which is the essential factor that contributes to their interpretation of 
POT experience. Hence, in order to attain academics’ willingness for collaboration and 
enhance the quality of collaboration, it is necessary to allow academics to explore what 
peer dynamics work for them. Thus, there is a possibility of blending the peer review 
model (i.e., the collaborative POT where academics observe each other) and the 
development model (where an expert observes an academic). Academics may have 
their own choice on whether they may wish to collaborate with a colleague only or a 
colleague and an expert. Academics’ collaboration and collegiality can be promoted 
through making explicit academics’ view about learning from a peer of their choice. 
When they choose a peer and have a clear reason or idea of what they can learn from 
the peer, they may collaborate well with their peer. Harmony in the peer relationship 
through a peer of choice can help build trust between peers. 
The present institution does not have a system for TT-SET and POT to support and 
promote academics’ reflection and learning to teach. When academics have insights 
into how the combination of TT-SET and POT can contribute to reflection and 
learning, they may use it to promote their pedagogical reasoning. If the intervention is 
to be implemented, the purpose and use of TT-SET and POT should be clearly defined. 
Guidelines on how to carry out this process should be included in a published 
document which will be given to academics as a supportive resource. Guidelines such 
as how to develop TT-SET, POT protocols (mentioned above), how to give feedback, 
definition of POT, etc. should be included in this document. The compilation of a peer 
partnership tool-kit as resources for POT would be valuable, as the one in Barnard’s 
and colleagues’ (2011) peer partnership programme. 
8.3.2. Implications for institutional culture and policies 
Although academics are under time pressures and it is hard to require them take on 
more burden, the whole university and the academics themselves have a responsibility 
to improve the quality of tertiary teaching in accordance with the Vietnamese 
253 
 
Government’s (2005) 2006-2020 project to improve tertiary teaching quality. 
However, how to encourage academics’ commitment to ongoing improvement of 
teaching is often a problem. Although the government has established strong agendas 
to improve tertiary teaching quality, and the university also has strategic plan for this 
objective (which sometimes academics contribute to), academics often appear to be 
less concerned about it. In order to support this goal, it is necessary to motivate them 
to improve practice. 
8.3.2.1. When the benefits outweigh the cost 
If the intervention is to attract academics’ participation, it is important to help 
academics see that the benefits they receive outweigh the costs they spend. Although 
most participants regarded the intervention as useful for their reflection and learning, 
many realised that time was a challenge for their engagement in POT and changes. 
Gosling (2014) suggests that to avoid academics’ rejection of POT as a waste of time, 
“the outcomes need to be valued by both individuals and by the institution” (p. 27). To 
achieve such values for individuals, Gosling suggests a number of ways, several of 
which support the mechanism of the intervention and the findings of the study, for 
example: 
 allow participants to choose the topic for review. This suggestion is consistent 
with the way the intervention in this study worked. Participants chose aspects of 
teaching to be observed.   
 allow participants to choose their peer. However, they may choose an expert for 
teaching observation. This means they may choose whether they participate in 
the development model or collaborative peer review model. 
 provide opportunities for the outcomes of collaborative POT processes to make 
a difference to approaches to teaching and student learning—not just for the 
individual but also for others working within the same community of practice. 
This means the outcomes of the peer collaboration should be shared within 
learning group or community through activities such as presentations in 
seminars. When academics realise what they do is significant and valued, they 
may continue to do it. 
 ensure that expectations about the time to be spent on POT are realistic and not 
over-burdensome. This suggestion is particularly relevant for the current 
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situation of academics’ heavy workloads. To encourage their participation, 
appropriate scheduling for POT is necessary. This can be achieved in practice if 
the university recognises the potential for POT. They would set a timeframe for 
POT (i.e., as one of academics’ responsibilities that is encouraged) as they do 
for academics’ research. 
 reduce reporting requirements to a minimum. This point is included because 
many academics in this study struggled with writing reports. I believe that 
choosing time-saving means of reporting is critical. For example, academics 
could audio-record their discussion with peer and their reflection. 
Another way to encourage academics to spend their time in POT could be by offering 
incentives. Six academics thought it would be reasonable to encourage participation 
that way. Because many academics often have teaching sessions at other universities, 
they may think twice about the financial loss when engaged in POT. External 
motivators could be created to encourage academics’ effort for professional 
development. Personal encouragement, rewards and incentives would show academics 
that their institution recognises and values their participation (Lomas & Nicholls, 
2005; Potter et al., 2011). It suggests that activities to present the outcomes of POT 
mentioned above can be potentially used as records for payment, bonus salary, or even 
teaching excellence awards. If this outcome is valued by the university and the 
academics are recognised for their effort to participate in the intervention, the 
academics may consider spending their time on it. 
Furthermore, academics could have freedom and flexibility to establish their agendas 
and design steps in the intervention to suit their schedule. This also means giving 
academics ownership of the intervention process (Potter et al., 2011). Such flexible 
design can allow academics to arrange time for participation. 
In summary, in a context where academics have limited time for the intervention, it is 
still possible to encourage them to participate in the intervention provided that 
recognition (e.g., through giving bonus salary or awards), positive outcomes, and 
flexible design of TT-SET augmented with POT are addressed and communicated 
clearly with the academics. 
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8.3.2.2. Building colleagues’ relationships 
Through POT, it is evidenced that some pairs developed collaboration and collegiality 
while others did not. The reasons for failure of collaboration and collegial relationship 
include deference from junior peers, senior academics’ attitude of superiority (when 
there was difference in status deriving from age and/or organisational rank) and fear 
of being judged. To facilitate collaborative learning through POT, it is necessary to 
establish a supportive and constructive collegial environment and a culture that values 
this kind of scholarship of teaching (Barnard et al., 2011). The nature of the peer 
relationship appeared to be important to POT success. Peers need to have strong 
collaboration and collegiality to work out systematic critical reflection and initiatives 
for teaching improvement. Gosling (2014) discussed the two principles of 
collaborative POT: parity and reciprocity. According to Gosling, parity is an ideal 
condition where peers’ communication is not distorted by power imbalance and peers 
“are committed to rationality, openness, equality and to finding truth” (p. 22). Because 
positionality – the way in which academics see their status in relationship to their 
peer’s status based on age, experience, or organisational rank – is a factor affecting the 
academics’ interpretation of POT experience, equal pairing would solve this problems.  
In Pressick-Kilborn’s and te Riele’s (2008) study, with a belief that POT would be 
more beneficial between peers of equal status, they found that their peer collaboration, 
built on respect and trust, provided them with support and motivation despite some 
instances of disagreement. Caring about reciprocity is creating spaces where 
collaborative peers accept POT for mutual or reciprocal learning and “are equally open 
to professional learning” (Gosling, 2014, p. 23). Here the role of middle management 
is crucial. Gosling (2014) gave examples of studies that heads of department, for 
example, are often critical in influencing the academics’ attitude to POT. As Barnard 
et al. (2015) discussed, developing positive working relationships is essential for 
cultural organisational changes, and the role of distributive leadership where a clear 
vision is important because it seeks to empower relationships and share responsibility. 
Potter et al. (2011) suggested: “Creating a culture in which faculty can learn about 
teaching from each other requires trust, appropriate rewards, and incentives, along with 
the careful design of opportunities” (p. 31). Establishing such a culture of learning 
requires support and engagement from institutional leaders, particularly middle 
management, to coordinate academics. When academics establish strong interpersonal 
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relationship, they can join in dyads or triads to carry out reciprocal POT regularly over 
a longer period of time such as two semesters. 
8.3.2.3. Building a group for collective reflection 
Two participants suggested that a group of academics who have similar interest should 
be established to discuss aspects of teaching and learn from each other. Although it is 
unknown whether this form of network should be formal or informal, forming such a 
group is appropriate for maximising the benefits of the intervention and address several 
challenges. Building a network among these academics may engage them in ongoing 
reflection, as Barnard et al. (2015) found that “critical ongoing reflection is facilitated 
by professional learning networks” (p. 37). Thus, the role of leaders in promoting 
connection among colleagues is important when they establish a routine of 
collaborative learning. For example, building a learning group through POT and 
introducing to others how it contributes to academics’ learning may stimulate their 
willingness to participate when they recognise its outcomes and values. In addition, if 
there is a group for academics to share teaching ideas, collective reflection would be 
promoted, because reflection is basically a collective endeavour though it can be a 
private activity (Brookfield, 1995). Collective reflection is crucial in gaining insights 
into one’s own teaching, as Boud et al. (2006) suggest in discussing the notion of 
productive reflection. Thus, besides their peer, academics can validate their teaching 
approach in discussion with other members in the group. One may question if it is 
possible to build such a group of critical friends in a culture that cannot bear loss of 
face. Although challenges relate to this issue occurred to the pair An-Binh (e.g., 
perceived superiority and criticism) or Cuc-Binh (e.g., deference), it does not mean 
such group cannot be set up because the other pairs could collaborate and developed 
collegiality. When the principles of parity, reciprocity, and mutual respect are 
communicated clearly, academics can benefit from collaborative learning. For a 
learning group to be productive, it also requires a leader, particularly middle 
management, to take serious consideration of structural and cultural factors (e.g., 
hierarchy, saving face, or collegiality) within the environment whereby academics 
work. They may address these factors in ways such as training, establishing a routine, 
or making it a policy so that academics can gain insight into the intervention process 
and are willing to participate. 
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8.4. Recommendations for further research 
Based on the results and the identified limitations of this study, this section presents 
recommendation for further research. First of all, the impact of unequal pairing and equal 
pairing on POT are worth exploring. Research is needed to understand the extent to 
which power imbalance deriving from age, experience, and organisational rank restrict 
the effectiveness of collaborative POT. In addition, it is unknown if the difference in 
age, experience, and organisational rank influences collegiality between peers. Thus, 
further research is needed to look into this issue. 
It would require a much longer study which might also have other benefits. The 
academics in this study participated on two occasions of POT during a semester. Some 
of them said that a semester was not enough for them to make changes. Therefore, 
further research needs to focus on whether a longer time (e.g., two semesters or more) 
for POT could promote better practice (e.g., significant changes in reflection and 
teaching performance). The frequency of POT in the period also needs to be examined 
in order to explore if it affects academic’s changes. 
A longer study would also enable an examination of the effect on student learning 
outcomes. Students’ learning outcomes and their perception of academics’ changes 
were not included in this study. Because students are the beneficiaries of the 
academics’ teaching process, their learning outcomes and perception should be 
included in measuring the effectiveness of academics’ changes through the 
intervention process. 
The design of TT-SET and POT in this study did not embed cultural issues. One of the 
challenges is related to disagreement with feedback and lack of sensitivity in manner 
of giving feedback, which caused confrontation and a relationship breakdown. Thus, 
cultural aspects for academics to address in communication with peers are worth 
exploring. Necessary skills to give negative comments, deal with disagreement, and 
avoid confrontation need to be examined. 
Another area for future research may focus on how academics can identify real teaching 
problems from TT-SET. The case of Khoa (see section 6.1.1) suggests that students may 
misunderstand what needs improvement and not perceive what they actually need for 
learning. Therefore, it is necessary to explore ways to help academics know what 
students really need for learning and identify areas where improvement is needed. 
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This study focuses mainly on academics’ reflection on practice. Thus, it would be 
useful to examine whether TT-SET or POT impacts on reflection in practice. 
Examining the judgements and decisions academics make while they are teaching may 
be important for establishing a mechanism for academics’ ongoing and deeper 
reflection. Reflection in practice may be a way for academics to judge whether the 
teaching strategies suggested by their peer are actually an appropriate way of solving 
the problems they have identified. 
8.5. Concluding remarks 
The study results have practical and theoretical significance. They offer an 
understanding of what works, how the intervention works, and why it works in the 
Vietnamese context. The findings also contribute to the discourse of academics’ 
reflection and reflective practice as well as the use of TT-SET and POT for reflection. 
The study also generates implications for practice and institutional culture and policies. 
There was a lack of a culture of questioning teaching practice as well as a culture of 
collaborative learning at the study site. Therefore, it is necessary to establish a culture 
of reflection and reflective practice so that academics can engage in their ongoing 
improvement of teaching. TT-SET and POT provide two important lenses for 
academics’ reflection. POT as a form of collaboration can be used for collaborative 
learning and exchanges among academics. The study may also raise concern about the 
impact of the Vietnamese Confucian collectivist cultural values (e.g., harmony, face-
saving, and hierarchical order) on academics’ perception of the peer or students. These 
values affect the interpersonal relationships between academics in unequal pairings 
and the perceived relationship between academics and students. Time is also a critical 
indicator for academics’ participation in POT. The intervention can work in such 
context provided that the challenges are addressed. Addressing these challenges may 
require the engagement of middle and top management. The analysis offered 
implications on the practical design of the intervention, the establishment of 
institutional culture and policies. 
Research into how evidence-based approaches such as TT-SET augmented with POT 
could facilitate academics’ changes and action in order to improve teaching is an 
ongoing process. The nature of reflection and change in practice is in itself a 
continuing process. Academics may need time to collect information on their teaching, 
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reflect on it, and make changes to it (and may refine more often). In other words, 
academics’ learning and refinement of practice is likely to be recursive. Then, more 
studies need to be conducted to examine other aspects of the intervention. This means 
that it is unlikely that a single study can uncover all aspects (e.g., cultural and structural 
issues and impacts) relating the TT-SET augmented with POT. I believe that it is 
impossible for this small research project to make great difference in the literature of 
POT because each study is the small contribution to the overall wealth of knowledge. 
Small bits of knowledge will be accumulated overtime when further research is done 
and adds to the understanding of the intervention process. Thus, this study is just the 
start of a long journey to examine the intervention. Further research may need to take 
into account power imbalance, students’ learning outcomes, longer span of time for 
POT, and other cultural issues in details. 
In summary, the intervention process facilitated changes in most academics’ 
pedagogical reasoning and appeared to create an opportunity for their learning about 
teaching. Reflection is a factor underlying other changes (outcomes), so the 
intervention may have created a chance for some academics to take a reflective stance 
on their teaching, from which more effective teaching can result and may benefit 
students. TT-SET augmented with collaborative POT is for academics’ reflection and 
by students’ and peers’ lenses. There are challenges to be addressed for better 
implementation of the intervention. With the time pressure many academics had to 
bear, it seems unreasonable for them to put on burden. However, it is academics’ 
responsibility to improve teaching in order to support the Vietnamese Government’s 
(2005) 2006-2020 project to develop well-qualified tertiary teaching. Particularly, the 
intervention enhanced academics’ awareness of their practice which is fundamental to 
their action to improve practice. Besides students, the peer appeared to be a supportive 
source for many academics’ teaching. In many cases, collaboration and collegiality 
were perceived to improve and learning was facilitated, so colleagues can be effective 
teachers to one another.  
To conclude, the importance of collaboration between academics for reflection and 
learning can be expressed in the Vietnamese proverb that follows: 
“Học thầy không tày học bạn.” 
(translated into English as: “Peers make better teachers.”) 
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APPENDIX J Letter to the Rector of Research University 
 
Date: ……………. 
 
Letter to the Rector of selected university 
Subject: Asking for permission to conduct research 
Title of project: Case examination of teacher-tailored student evaluation of 
teaching augmented with peer observation of teaching in a Vietnamese university 
Researcher: Phuong Vu Nguyen, Faculty of Education, School of Educational 
Psychology and Pedagogy, Victoria University of Wellington. 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
I am Phuong Vu Nguyen, a PhD student in School of Educational Psychology and 
Pedagogy, Victoria University of Wellington, New Zealand and lecturer at University 
of Economics and Law, Vietnam National University – Ho Chi Minh City. As part of 
this degree I am conducting research to examine the role of teacher-tailored student 
feedback augmented with peer observation of teaching in quality teaching in higher 
education in Vietnam, leading to a doctoral thesis. 
The research process will be undertaken in the following manner: 
 Visiting the university: Initially, I will visit your university to have a meeting with 
you, administrative staff, and academic staff to discuss the research. 
 Selecting participants: I will invite about ten lecturers of English from the university 
to participate in the research. Prior to selection, all prospective participants will be 
provided with information about the research for their consideration. Participants 
will be told to ensure the confidentiality of the identity of other participants in the 
research. They will be invited to take part in this study with a peer colleague of their 
choice. 
Participation will be voluntary, and each participant may withdraw at any time until 
data analysis commences without any disadvantage. 
 Collecting data:  
o Semi-structured interviews: I would like to conduct individual interviews with 
up to 10 participants. Two in-depth interviews will be carried out with each 
participant. Each interview will last from 45 to 60 minutes. The first interview 
will be after they conduct teaching observation at debriefing meetings with each 
pair of participants; and the second one will be after they collect student feedback 
at the end of the course. 
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o Teacher-tailored SET questionnaires: They will be used to document changes in 
the participants' teaching. The participants will tailor their own SET 
questionnaire. That means there will possibly be up to ten teacher-tailored SET 
forms. The forms will be delivered to their students by the participants before 
and after peer observation of teaching. 
o Peer observation protocols: They include a pre-observation form, a peer 
observer’s feedback form, and teacher’s reflection report form. 
o Video-recording: It will be used to document teachers' changes in classroom 
performance before POT, during the POT session, and the post-POT session. 
The video will be for two purposes: (i) the lecturer can review their own 
teaching; (ii) the researcher can do an independent analysis of the planned 
changes in teaching. The video camera will be focused on the teacher, not the 
students. 
o Research journal: They will be used as a supplementary tool to record the 
researcher's own thoughts (feelings, reactions to experience, and reflections), 
reasons for decisions during interviews, debriefing sessions, and interpretations 
and analysis of data to reduce bias. 
o Member checking: Member check through asking the participants for 
confirmation on the accuracy of the transcripts. 
This research has been assessed and approved by Victoria University Faculty of 
Education Ethics Committee (No. SEPP/2012/88 RM19615). I will ensure that the 
identity of the participants and your university will remain confidential through the 
use of pseudonyms and the removal of any identifying details in the final report of the 
study. No information in the study will be discussed with anyone except my 
supervisors and the participants. All research data will be securely stored either/both 
in password protected files or/and in locked cupboards.  All research data will be 
destroyed either using a pager shredder or electronically wiped within five years after 
the completion of the research. All video and audio recordings will be electronically 
destroyed. If you have questions about the way the research is being conducted you 
may contact the Chair of the Victoria University of Wellington Human Ethics 
Committee, Dr. Allison Kirkman at allison.kirkman@vuw.ac.nz. 
When completed, the doctoral thesis will be submitted to the School of Educational 
Psychology and Pedagogy and deposited in the WJ Scott Library, and available online. 
It is intended that one or more articles about teacher-tailored student feedback 
augmented with peer observation of teaching in tertiary quality teaching in Vietnam 
will be submitted for publication in scholarly journals. 
The participants will be required to sign a “Consent Form” to formalize their 
willingness to participate.  
If you have any questions or would like to receive further information about the 
project, please feel free to contact me at phuongnv@uel.edu.vn/ 
Phuong.Nguyen@vuw.ac.nz. You can also contact my supervisors, Dr. Liz Jones, at 
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the School of Educational Psychology and Pedagogy, Victoria University of 
Wellington, Room 605, Malcolm Block, Karori Campus, Karori, Wellington, Phone: 
+64-04 463 5939, or email: liz.jones@vuw.ac.nz, and/or Dr. Dayle Anderson, at the 
School of Education Policy and Implementation, Victoria University of Wellington, 
Room 208, Waghorn Block, Karori Campus, Wellington, Phone: + 64- 04 463 9630, 
or email: dayle.anderson@vuw.ac.nz.  
Your permission to conduct the research at your university is highly appreciated. 
I will call you in the next week to organize a time to meet to discuss the research and 
consent form, which is attached.  
Thank you very much for your support. 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Phuong Vu Nguyen  
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APPENDIX K Consent Form for the Rector of Research 
University 
 
RECTOR CONSENT FORM 
(to conduct the research in his/her university)  
Title of project: Case examination of teacher-tailored student evaluation of 
teaching augmented with peer observation of teaching in a Vietnamese university 
Please complete this form if you allow Phuong Vu Nguyen to conduct his doctoral 
research at your university. 
By giving his permission to conduct his study in my university I understand 
(please tick if you agree):  
 I have been given information about this project and discussed the research 
project with Phuong Vu Nguyen. I have had an opportunity to ask questions and 
have them answered to my satisfaction.  
 The requirement (including being interviewed twice, video-recorded three times, 
and audio-recorded twice) of the participants from this university who take part 
in the research.  
 The participation in the research is voluntary and the participants may withdraw 
from it during the data gathering (before data collection and analysis is complete) 
without having to give reasons or without penalty. 
 The university’s identity and the participants’ identity will be protected and that I 
may not know the identity of the participants, (or if I do I will keep their identity 
confidential). 
 All research information would be stored in password protected files and will be 
destroyed within five years after the completion of the research. All video and 
audio recordings will be electronically destroyed. 
 The data collected from my university will be used for a doctoral thesis and for 
publication of one or more related articles in scholarly journals, and I consent for 
it to be used in that manner. 
 If I have any enquiries about the research, I can contact Phuong Vu Nguyen at 
phuongnv@uel.edu.vn / Phuong.Nguyen@vuw.ac.nz. I also can contact his 
supervisors, Dr. Liz Jones, at the School of Educational Psychology and 
Pedagogy, Victoria University of Wellington, Room 605, Malcolm Block, Karori 
Campus, Karori, Wellington 6147, Phone +64- 04 463 5939, or email: 
liz.jones@vuw.ac.nz, and/or Dr. Dayle Anderson, at the School of Education 
Policy and Implementation, Victoria University of Wellington, Room 208, 
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Waghorn Block, Karori Campus, Wellington, Phone: + 64- 04 463 9630, or 
email: dayle.anderson@vuw.ac.nz. 
 If I have questions about the way the research is being conducted I may contact 
the Chair of the Victoria University of Wellington Human Ethics Committee, Dr. 
Allison Kirkman at allison.kirkman@vuw.ac.nz. 
By signing below,  
 I consent to the researcher conducting his project in this university.   
 I consent to the researcher inviting lecturers in my institution to be part of the 
study.  
 
Signed:……………………………..                  Name: …………………….….. 
Date:……………………………......  
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APPENDIX L Information Sheet sent to Participants of 
Research University 
 
Date: …………….. 
 
INFORMATION SHEET 
 
(Will be sent to all tertiary teachers of Business English for undergraduate 
programme via email) 
 
Case examination of teacher-tailored student evaluation of teaching augmented with 
peer observation of teaching in a Vietnamese university 
Researcher: Phuong Vu Nguyen, Faculty of Education, School of Educational 
Psychology and Pedagogy, Victoria University of Wellington. 
I am a PhD student in School of Educational Psychology and Pedagogy, Victoria 
University of Wellington and a lecturer at University of Economics and Law, Vietnam 
National University – Ho Chi Minh City. As part of this degree I am conducting 
research to examine the role of teacher-tailored student feedback augmented with peer 
observation of teaching in quality teaching in higher education in Vietnam. 
I am inviting you to take part in this study with a peer colleague of your choice. Could 
you identify your peer colleague who also agrees to participate in this study? As a 
participant, you will tailor a student feedback form, carry out peer observation of 
teaching in the role of an observed teacher and peer observer. Your teaching 
performance will be video-recorded. The video will be used to help you review your 
own teaching and facilitate my independent analysis of the planned changes in 
teaching. You will also be interviewed about your perceptions of (i) the impact of 
teacher-tailored student evaluation of teaching augmented with peer observation of 
teaching on pedagogical reasoning; (ii) its effectiveness; and (iii) the value of student 
feedback via teacher-designed student evaluation of teaching compared to 
standardized student evaluation of teaching. Each interview will last up to one hour of 
your time. Prior to interview, I will give you a consent form to sign; and it is also 
attached to this email. 
The research process will be undertaken in the following manner: 
 Visiting the university: Initially, I will have visited your university to have a 
meeting with the Rector and administrative staff of your university to discuss the 
research. 
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 Selecting participants: I will invite about ten lecturers of English from the university 
to participate in the research.  
 Collecting data:  
o Semi-structured interviews: I would like to conduct individual interviews with 
up to 10 participants. Two in-depth interviews will be carried out with each 
participant. Each interview will last from 45 to 60 minutes. The first interview 
will be after they conduct teaching observation at debriefing meetings with each 
pair of participants; and the second one will be after they collect student feedback 
at the end of the course. 
o Teacher-tailored SET questionnaires: They will be used to document changes in 
the participants' teaching. The participants will tailor their own SET 
questionnaire. That means there will possibly be up to ten teacher-tailored SET 
forms. The forms will be delivered to their students by the participants before 
and after peer observation of teaching. 
o Peer observation protocols: They include a pre-observation form, a peer 
observer’s feedback form, and teacher’s reflection report form.  
o Video-recording: It will be used to document teachers' changes in classroom 
performance before POT, during the POT session, and in the post-POT session. 
The camera will focus only on the teacher, not the students. 
o Research journal: They will be used as a supplementary tool to record the 
researcher's own thoughts (feelings, reactions to experience, and reflections), 
reasons for decisions during interviews, debriefing sessions, and interpretations 
and analysis of data to reduce bias. 
o Member checking: Member check through asking the participants for 
confirmation on the transcripts. 
You are invited to participate in this study as one of ten tertiary teachers. If you are 
interested in the research and want to volunteer to join my research, please reply to 
this email address phuongnv@uel.edu.vn or Phuong.Nguyen@vuw.ac.nz.  
I will let you know by email by ______ (date) whether you have been selected to be 
part of this research. If you are selected, I will contact you and schedule the convenient 
time for you to be involved in the process of research.  
Your participation would be voluntary, and you will be free to withdraw at any time 
without any disadvantage of any type and without having to explain why. Any 
responses that you give will be treated confidentially. Your identity will be protected 
through the use of a pseudonym and the removal of any identifying details. 
The interview will be audio recorded for the purposes of maintaining an accurate 
record of your responses, and the recordings will be kept secure for a period of up to 
5 years before being deleted. 
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This research has been assessed and approved by Victoria University Faculty of 
Education Ethics Committee (No.: SEPP/2012/88 RM19615). I will ensure that the 
identity of the participants and your university will remain confidential through the 
use of pseudonyms and the removal of any identifying details in the final report of the 
study. No information in the study will be discussed with anyone except my 
supervisors and the participants. All research data will be securely stored either/both 
in password protected files or/and in locked cupboards.  All research data will be 
destroyed either using a pager shredder or electronically wiped within five years after 
the completion of the research. All video and audio recordings will be electronically 
destroyed. If you have questions about the way the research is being conducted you 
may contact the Chair of the Victoria University of Wellington Human Ethics 
Committee, Dr. Allison Kirkman at allison.kirkman@vuw.ac.nz. 
When completed, the doctoral thesis will be submitted to the School of Educational 
Psychology and Pedagogy and deposited in the WJ Scott Library, and available online. 
It is intended that one or more articles about teacher-tailored student feedback 
augmented with peer observation of teaching in tertiary quality teaching in Vietnam 
will be submitted for publication in scholarly journals. 
If you have any questions or would like to receive further information about the 
project, please feel free to contact me at phuongnv@uel.edu.vn / 
Phuong.Nguyen@vuw.ac.nz. You can also contact my supervisors, Dr. Liz Jones, at 
the School of Educational Psychology and Pedagogy, Victoria University of 
Wellington, Room 605, Malcolm Block, Karori Campus, Karori, Wellington 6147, 
Phone +64- 04 463 5939, or email: liz.jones@vuw.ac.nz, and/or Dr. Dayle Anderson, 
at the School of Education Policy and Implementation, Victoria University of 
Wellington, Room 208, Waghorn Block, Karori Campus, Wellington, Phone: + 64- 04 
463 9630, or email: dayle.anderson@vuw.ac.nz. 
 
Phuong Vu Nguyen      Signed:………………………  
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APPENDIX M Consent Form for Participants of Research 
University 
 
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
(to be instructed in teaching observation and tailoring SET questionnaires, and 
to be interviewed) 
Title of project: Case examination of teacher-tailored student evaluation of 
teaching augmented with peer observation of teaching in a Vietnamese university 
Please complete this form if you would like to take part in Phuong Vu Nguyen’s 
doctoral research. 
By taking part in an interview I understand that (please tick if you agree):  
 I have been given information about this project and discussed the research 
project with Phuong Vu Nguyen. I have had an opportunity to ask questions and 
have them answered to my satisfaction.  
 I may withdraw myself (or any information I have provided) from this project 
(before data collection and analysis is complete) without having to give reasons 
or without penalty of any sort until data analysis commences. 
 I will be asked to: 
- tailor a student feedback questionnaire from an inventory to collect feedback 
data on my teaching. 
- join in peer observation of teaching where I will be an observed teacher and peer 
observer. 
- participate in two semi-structured interviews.  Each interview will be up to one 
hour. The interviews will be audio-recorded. 
 I agree that the researcher could video-record my teaching performance on three 
occasions before, during, and after peer observation of teaching for the purpose 
of helping me review my own teaching and facilitating the researcher’s 
independent analysis of the planned changes in teaching. 
 Any information I provide will be kept confidential to the researcher, the 
supervisors and the person who transcribes the audio-recordings of our 
interviews, the published results will not use my name, and that no opinions will 
be attributed to me in any way that will identify me. 
 All data will be stored in password protected files and will be destroyed within 
five years after the completion of the research. All video and audio recordings 
will be electronically destroyed. 
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 I will have an opportunity to check the transcripts of the interviews and make any 
corrections within two weeks. 
 I agree that I will not disclose the identity of any other participants. 
 The data collected from my participation will be used for a doctoral thesis and for 
publication of one or more articles about teacher-tailored student feedback 
augmented with peer observation of teaching in tertiary quality teaching in 
Vietnam in scholarly journals, and I consent for it to be used in that manner. 
 If I have any enquiries about the research, I can contact Phuong Vu Nguyen at 
phuongnv@uel.edu.vn / Phuong.Nguyen@vuw.ac.nz. I also can contact his 
supervisors, Dr. Liz Jones, at the School of Educational Psychology and 
Pedagogy, Victoria University of Wellington, Room 605, Malcolm Block, Karori 
Campus, Karori, Wellington 6147, Phone +64- 04 463 5939, or email: 
liz.jones@vuw.ac.nz, and/or Dr. Dayle Anderson, at the School of Education 
Policy and Implementation, Victoria University of Wellington, Room 208, 
Waghorn Block, Karori Campus, Wellington, Phone: + 64- 04 463 9630, or 
email: dayle.anderson@vuw.ac.nz. 
 If I have questions about the way the research is being conducted I may contact 
the Chair of the Victoria University of Wellington Human Ethics Committee, Dr. 
Allison Kirkman at allison.kirkman@vuw.ac.nz. 
By signing below 
 I agree to participate in the research. 
 I would like a copy of the summary of findings of this research forwarded to me 
at the conclusion of the research. 
or 
 I do not want to take part in the research at this time.   
 
Signed:……………………………..   Name: …………………….….. 
Date:……………………………......  
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APPENDIX N Academics’ Results of TT-SET and Peer’s 
Feedback 
The following tables on the early-term and end-of-term TT-SET results (before and 
after POT respectively) provide an overview on students’ perceptions of each 
academics’ teaching. The differences through paired samples t-test is significant when 
alpha is less than or equal to 0.05 (i.e., confidence interval is 95%). 
Appendix N.1 En’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N1.1 shows that the differences between the rating means of the early-term and 
end-of-term TT-SETs were not significant for En’s targeted items. 
Table N1.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for En 
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Peer feedback after POT1 and POT2 on En’s practice was about the same for teaching 
organisation, communication of ideas, enthusiasm, interest maintenance, and 
appropriateness, as shown in Table N1.2. 
Table N1.2: En’s peer feedback 
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Appendix N.2 Dang’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N2.1 shows that the differences between the rating means of the early-term and 
end-of-term TT-SETs were not significant for Dang’s targeted items. In general, the 
ratings were high. 
Table N2.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Dang 
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Dang received similar peer feedback and suggestions after POT1 and POT2 on 
communication of ideas, technical aids, teaching organisation, interest maintenance, 
and appropriateness, as shown in Table N2.2. 
Table N2.2: Dang’s peer feedback 
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Appendix N.3 Dieu’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N3.1 shows that there were not significant differences in the rating means of the 
early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for most of selected items except for one item 
being rated lower. 
Table N3.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Dieu 
 
 
Dieu’s peer identified the same good aspects on her teaching in POT2 as in POT1. 
Suggestions were given on attention to low-achieving learners and a strategy for 
presenting vocabulary, as shown in Table N3.1. 
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Table N3.2: Dieu’s peer feedback 
 
Appendix N.4 Hang’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N4.1 shows that the differences between the rating means of early-term and end-
of-term SETs were not significant for most items except for only one item being rated 
higher. 
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Table N4.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Hang 
 
 
Peer feedback on Hang’s targeted aspects of teaching was mostly positive, including 
real-life examples to engage students in learning, group/pair-work activities, and 
rapport. Yet, suggestions were about management of discussions, instruction, and 
speech flow, developing language skills, and engaging students (see Table N4.2). 
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Table N4.2: Hang’s peer feedback 
 
Appendix N.5 Khoa’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N5.1 shows that there were no significant differences on rating means for Khoa’s 
all selected items. 
Table N5.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Khoa 
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Khoa received mostly positive comments from her peer, which appeared to be the same 
for both POTs. However, suggests were given on speech flow and explanation of 
vocabulary, and developing reading skills (see table N5.2). 
Table N5.2: Khoa’s peer feedback 
 
Appendix N.6 Cuc’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Student evaluation of Cuc’s teaching before and after POT was similar because the 
differences in early-term and end-of-term rating means were not significant for  most 
of Cuc’s selected feedback items (Table N6.1) . 
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Table N6.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Cuc 
 
 
Like student feedback, Cuc’s peer mentioned similar strengths after observing Cuc 
teach two times and did not give any suggestions for changes as shown in Table N6.2. 
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Table N6.2: Cuc’s peer feedback 
 
Appendix N.7 Giang’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N7.1 shows that there were significant differences with three items being rated 
higher while the other aspects remained unchanged. 
Table N7.1: Differences in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Giang 
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Giang’s peer also detected her improvement in organisation of group work and clarity 
of communicating information and ideas, as shown in Table N7.2. 
Table N7.2: Giang’s peer feedback 
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Appendix N.8 Nga’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N8.1 shows that the differences were not significant for both TT-SET results. 
Table 8.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Nga 
 
 
Nga received just positive feedback from her peer for both POTs without any 
suggestions for changes, as shown in Table N8.2. 
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Table N8.2: Nga’s peer feedback 
 
Appendix N.9 Binh’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N9.1 shows that the differences in TT-SET results were not significant. 
Table N9.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Binh 
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Binh’s peers (An and Cuc) identified different strengths and weaknesses regarding her 
practice during two observations. An did not return the peer observer’s written 
feedback but discussed it with Binh at the debriefing on issues such as inappropriate 
timing (e.g., long introduction), failure to engage students, unclear presentation, 
speaking too fast, nervousness from being observed (An–DEB) but improved practice 
after POT2 (RJ). Cuc’s comments is shown in Table N9.2. 
Table N9.2: Binh’s peer feedback (from Cuc) 
 
Appendix N.10 Phung’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N10.1 shows that the differences between rating means of early-term and end-
of-term TT-SETs were significant with three items being rated higher.   
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Table N10.1: Differences in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for Phung 
 
 
Phung received peer similar feedback for both POTs as shown in Table N10.2. 
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Table N10.2: Phung’s peer feedback 
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Appendix N.11 An’s results of TT-SET and peer’s feedback 
Table N11.1 shows that An received significantly lower ratings on seven teaching 
aspects. 
Table N11.1: Difference in early-term and end-of-term TT-SETs for An 
 
 
An received just positive written feedback from her peer, as shown in Table N11.2. 
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Table N11.2: An’s peer feedback 
 
